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REQUIREMENT FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Lake Shore Park is a recreational asset to the Northeast Ohio area. The
Ashtabula Township Park Commission, the Ashtabula County Planning Commission
and the County Commissicners recognized the need to develop a nlan to protect
Lake Shore Park from current and potential impacts of adjacent energy-related
industrial activities including the Cleveland Electric Illuminating bbmnany's
generating plant, oll storage facilitles, and coal transhioment facilities.

Te this end, 2 comprehensive plan, the Lakeshore Park Recreation Planl, has

been developed., 'the objectives of the Plan are to improve and broaden the
recreational activities available in the Park. ‘This study was completed
under a CEIP (¢)(1) plamning grant.

This project, a public recreational small-boat marina is one of the pro-

nosed improvements in the Park. A number of studies have been done concerning

~ marinas in Northeast Ohio. 211 of these studles have found 99% occupancy of

existing facilities and stated the need for additional dock space. A demand
analysis demonstrating the nresent need for additlonal recreational dock spaces
is included in thils revort. Construction of this marina would exvand recrea-

tional boating opportunities and heln meet the oresent demand for slivps.

1 Lakeshore Park Recreation Plan, “oodruff, Inc. for Ashtabula County
Commissioners and Ashtabula Township Park Commission
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SECTION I
PROJECT DESCRIPTION



SITE DESCRIPTION
Location

The pronosed marina is located in Lake Shore Park on Lake Erie in
Ashtabula, Chio. The park is approximately 56 miles east of Cleveland, Chio;
50 miles north of Youngstown, Chio and 45 miles west of Erie, Pennsylvania.
Pegional and local locations are shown on Map 1 entitled "Planning Area Lo-

cation Map" from the Lake Shore Park Recreation Plan.

The Park is on the eastern edge of the City of Ashtabula. Immediately
to the west on the Lakefront 1s Pimmey Dock and Transvort Company and Ashta-
tula's deepwater harbor. These facilities are cavable of handling oceangoing
frelghters. Ashtabula harbor's east breakwater extends east past the Pimney
docks toward the project site. To the east is Cleveland Electric Illuminating
Coampany's Ashtabula generating plant with its intake and outflow structures
extending into the Lake. 7To the south of the proposed marina is lLake Shore
Park and further south, residential neighborhoods.

Lake Sﬁore Park is a muitiple use facility. Present Park facilities in-
clude two boat iaunching rams, a pavillion and concession stand, a children's
playeround, picnie facilitles, tennis courts, baseball diamonds and more. Active

planning has been done to imorove and expand the Park facilities via the Lake-

shore Park Recreation Plan. Improvements recamended in this plan that are
presently under develomment leading to construction are replacement of the
existing boat ramps and oroviding a paved parking lot, reconstruction of the
beach which was lost due to erosion, and a modernized vlayground. The addition

of a marina to the Park would further broaden the recreational options available.

Soil Conditions

The soils at the Lakefront are mostly made land. Urder this was found hard
durable shale. Sediments overlie the rock on the west side of the project site.

Lpopended are the Soils Report and pertinent corresoondence with the solls con-
sultant.



O e
&‘\ ’ "‘);Q\iﬁ'.%ﬁﬁiﬁ“a v
X AV gk T 1)
Semry D
ek,

PLANNING AREA
LOCATION MAP

! | H
. Cuvenoge’y i :
T , OMIO TURNBICE

l

. ——




Existing Ownership/Improvements

There are no problems for this site with regard to land or right-of-way
acquisition. Al]l access will be through Lake Shore Park which is owned by the
Ashtabula Township Park Cammission, the sponsors of the marina project. All
the additional land needed for the marina 1s sutmerged land in Lake Erie.

The State of Ohic owns this land so that a lease must be obtained for the
required area in the lake. Application for such a lease is being made and no
problems are anticipated. |

SITE ACCESS

Highway

State Route 531 (Lake Road) runs along the front of Lake Shore Park.

Aecess to the marina site is on park roads and city surface streets. As stated
in the Recreation Plan, some slowdowns may be expected 01;1 park roads on peak
user days (e.gz. nolidays) but even these should be tolerable. With the marina
located east of downtown Ashtabula, local traffic disruption should be minimal.
State Road (Ashtabula County road) ends at Lake Road directly across from the
eastern park entrance. See Map 4 "External Traffic Flow" orepared by the Ash-
tabula County Planning Commission.

Reglonal aceess is excellent in that State Route 11, a four lane limited
access highway, ends at Lake Road (S.R. 531) within one quarter of a mile of the
park minimizing local traffic interference. State Route 84 and U.S. Route 20,
major east-west roadways, are commected to S.E. 11l. More importantly, Route 11
is direectly connected to Interstate Route 90 south of Ashtabula. This provides
a direct, limited access highway route from Cleveland, Chio or Erie, Permnsylvania
and all the area between which is comnected to Interstate 90. | Such a route re-
duces travel time and 1s convenient and easy to use.

See Flgure II-1, a2 map show-
ing regional highway access.
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The proposed extension of the Lakeland Freeway (S.R. 2) from Painesville
to S.R. 11 would add another major east-west route for regional access.

It can be seen that both local and regional highway access are excellent
at present and should remaln so with future increases in traffic. Most of the
roadways involved are capable of larger volumes than they are presently carrying.

Water

This site will provide direct access onto Lake Erie. Presently, most of the

marinas in Ashtabula are located upstream on the Ashtabula River, see Figure II-2.

When 3 boater wishes to go out on the Lake he must travel down the river, with
its 6 mph speed limit, through Ashtabula Harbor which has a 10 mph speed limit,
and then out onto Lake Erie. Compounding the oroblem for large powerboats and
sallboats are the two 1lift bridges on the river. The first upstream is the
S.R. 531 1ift bridee which opens on the half hour when necessary. Boaters must
schedule boat trips accordingly or spend their time waiting for the bridge to
open. Further upstream 1s the Comrall 1ift bridge. On a tour of the existing
marinas on the Ashtabula River, the author experienced the kind of delays that
can occur. Passage is obtained by signalling an operator who ralses the bridge.
In attemoting to returm down river we experdenced a 45 minute delay. A coal
train had pulled in for off-loading and extended past the bridge so that it
could not be raised. Such delays are not only inconvenient but also dangerous
in creating boating bottlenecks on the river. Ashtabula is a busy harbor capa-
tle of accommodating ocean-going vessels and large ore freighters. The boater
must make his way through this traffic to get to the Lake.

For the proposed marina there 1s direct access to the open Lake wilthout
the above mentioned obstacles. This will make the marina attractive to boaters

oresently docked on the Ashtabula River.
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BOATING CONDITIONS

Lake Erie is well known for 1ts ability to become dangerocus in a
storm due to its shallow depth. Quick and easy aceess in a marina on the Lake
is a prime concern. The proposed marina would provide such access. The site
is only exposed to open lake wave action from the North to Nertheast. North-
west stoms and wave action impact the Ashtabula Harbor breakwaters_so that the
site is samewhat protected in this direction. The breakwaters to be designed
for the marina would protect it and allow 1 foot waves inside and are there-
fore one of the major cost items. It is desirable to have a minimum denth of
6 feet below Low Water Datum (1GLD) for the entire marina. With the present
proposed altermates some dredging and excavation are required to achieve this
minimm depth. Excavation is also another major expense.

Creating a safe harbor with sufficient depth will incur significant costs
but should still prove to be techniecally and economically feasible.
SUMMARY

The proposed marina is an offshore facility. As such it involves obtain-
ing a lease for submerged land and fi1lling to make land. The site has excellent
highway access far both-local and regional traffic. Direct access to Lake Erie
rather than using the Ashtabula River and passing through Ashtabula Harbor is
a major advantage of this site. Breakwaters, dredging and excavation will be
required for protection and safety of the boats in the marina.

It should be noted that the Snell Enwvirormental Group performed a study

entitled, Harbor Marina Master Plan Study - 1978 for the Ashtabula Port Author-

ity. In the study, six sites were evaluated for a number of characteristics
for suitablity for a marina. Lake Shore Park was one of the sites evaluated

and was rated the most sultable of the six for a marina.
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INDICATES DURATION FOR ICE-FREE PERIOD (MAR. TO
DEC. INCL.) IN PERCENT OF TOTAL DURATION.

INDICATES OURATION FOR ICE PERIOD (JAN. TO
FEB. INCL.) IN PERCENT OF TOTAL DURATION.

INDICATES PERGCENT O-F TOTAL WIND MOVEMENT
OCCURRING DURING ICE-FREE PERIOO. :

INDICATES PERCENT OF TOTAL WIND MOVEMENT OCCURRING
DURING COMBINED ICE AND ICE-FREE PERICDS.

FIGURES AT ENDS OF BARS INDICATE PERCENTY OF TOTAL

WIND DURATION FCOR ICE-FREE PERIOD AND COMBINED ICE-FREE
AND ICE PERIODS, RESPECTIVELY.

WIND DATA BASED ON RECORDS OF THE U. S. COAST GUARD

LIFE BOAT STATION AT ASHTABULA, OHIO FOR PERIOD ) JAN. 1937
TO 31 DEC. 1968 INCL.,LESS 1944,AND 1960.

Figure I1-3
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HISTORY OF LAKE SHORE PARK

The Ashtabula Township Park Commission purchased Lake Shore Park's land
in 1910 for $15,000. In 1914, Volney Rogers, landscape architect, and
Harry M. Rell, Civil Engineer of Youngstown, Ohio, laid out the roads and
designed the park. The roads were completed in 1616. J.L. Wilson was
employed as the Park Commission's architect in 1919 to design the Lake Shore
Park main pavillion. The twenty-four foot by four hundred forty foot structure

cost about 340,000. The pavillion still stands today as a historical landmark
in Ashtabula County.

Since the time of these early capital improvements and park planning,
many small changes in the park have taken place. The park, however, has

remained the same in character as its original design.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATES .

The idea of a small boat marina in Lake Shore Park was proposed in the

Lake Shore Park Recreation Plan. In that plan two designs, Alternate A

and Alternate B, were presented. Although Alternate A was the recommended
alterrate in the Recreation Plan, a number of serious problems were found upon re-
evaluating this design both in physical design and costs. The designs developed
in this report are based primarily on Alternate B. Parking for marina users
located elsewhere in the Park with shuttle service to the marina was proposed

for Alternate B. Parking has been added within the marina site in this report's
designs for convenience to use€rs and to avoid the purchase of real estate

upland of the Park. See Figure 114 for the Alternate B layout.

11



— |
DR ]

T
.
-
M -+

LAKE

PROPOSED RUBBLE SHORE FROTECTION

PROPOSED "
MARINA 7O ACCOMADATE
400 BOATS
8 DOCKS

-

:

L

FPROFOSED
BOAT RKAMIF

LAGNCH =

AREA

RESTAURANT
BOAT STORE

SHORE
EOAT |

SCAL

LUKE 4
PARK  RECREATION .
VARINA  "B"

m -- \!"mo\

C |
® BOAT #AMP

N
@ ® PARKING

FIG. II-4




Five alternates are considered. The first four alternates, “lternate 1
through 4 consist of basically the same comonents arranged in different orien-
tations or different areas. ©See the illustrations of the altermates in Appen-
-dix B. The fifth alternate is the "No Build" ’lternate.

211 the alternates use the boat ramp launching area driveway as the en-
trance noint. A discussion of the features of the various Altermates follows.
Alternate 1: Alternate 1 is developed parallel to the existing bqat
ram parking lot. Made land for the marina parking extends about 225 feet out
from the oresent land. The breakwater consists of two sections in a somewhat
arrowhead shaved configuration. This puts the main channel into deeper water
keeping exca#ation quantities smaller. It also provides two entrances to the
marina, the second being on the far west side near Pinney docks. The existing

sediment pattern indicates that there 1s little or no sediment in the main

channel area presently. It can be expected that the silting problem should

4remain minimal in the future requiring less dredging and thus resulting in a

cost savings.

The future U.S. Coast Guard Station is located on the west side of the
marina. This 1s the shallowest portion of the harbor and therefore will involve
more excavation to achieve the required depth of six feet below low water datum.
This would be especially true if a variable draft 1s acceptable in the marina.
Auto access to the Station would be through eithéf the marina or boat ramp
parking lots, an acceptable but not highly desirable situation on peak user days.
This also incurs additional costs to the Park Commission since they are respon~
sible for maintaining an access roadway to the Station throughout the winter.

# two lane roadway would have to be keot plowed the length of one of the park-

ing lots. The fact that the made land doesn't extend very far into the Lake,

13
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increases the amount of excavation needed to obtain the required harbor depth.
Sinece the possibility of a Coast Guard move is at least seven years in the

future, the construction of a warehouse type building is provesed in this

location at present. It would be leased to a boat repair and service outfit

until the Coast Guard 1s prepared to move.

Alternate 1 provides 408 slips arranged in eight lines. Parking is
orovided for 396 cars for the marina and for 35 cars for fishing. The fishing
parking is located on the east side of the site near the east breakwater.

This breakwater 1s the site of the new fishing access provided. No additional
car~trailer parking 1s provided for the boat ramps in this design. One cen-
trally located marina building is the source of many of the services provided.
This building would contain a restaurant, a boat store, the marina office,
nen's-and women's showers and restrooms and an area for the gasoline attend-
ant. Although 1t could cause some traffic pfoblems, it is convenient and

easy to have everything in one central location.
Alternate 2: AMlternate 2 1s oriented in a north-south direction. This

results in the made land area being nearly triangular in shape, the base, 400'

long, btelng on the west side of the site. T™he breakwater 1s continuous around

the east and north sides of the harbor. The result 1s a single entrance

channel on the west side of the site. This is the shallower vortion of the

harbor so that considerable excavatiocn will be required. Vhat sediment there

1s on the site is located in this area. Since this 1is where sllting occurs at

present it would be expected to continue in the future, incurring significant

anmual dredging costs to maintain entrance channel depths. The contirmuous

breakwater allows minimal water flow through the marina possibly causing a

stagnancy problem,

The Coast Guard is located on the west side of the site in this

15
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layout. All the items mentioned for this location in Alternate 1 apply here
also. Housing a boat revair and service facility in this area is the present
proposed use. The parking arrangement may make auto access a little more
difficult than Alternate 1. The depth at the border of the made land is
about four feet below low water datum, requiring considerable excavation
and dredging. ‘

414 berths are provided in seven lines. A person owning a slip on the
east side of the marina must travel the entire length of the harbor to get
onto the Lake. Parking is provided for 381 cars for the marina. The arrange-
ment of spaces 1s orlented east-vwest resulting in differing lengths of lines
of cars since the lot is triangular in shape. No separate parking space is
orovided for fishing so that fishermen would have to pay to park in the marina
lot. No additional car-trailer parking is included for the boat ramps in this
layout. Two separate smaller buildings are proposed in addition to the boat
repair building. A bullding housing a boat store and the gasoline facilities
is located on the west side of the marina parking lot., This 1s a logical
location for the gas station since the boats must pass by to get out of the
marina. ‘The restaurant, marina offlice and shower and restroom facilities are
In a2 building on the east side of the site. The east side of the parking lot
could be under considerable demand on peak days between marina users, fishermen,
and restaurant clientele.

Alternate 3: Alternate 3 is oriented parallel to the existing boat ram
parking lot. Made land for the marina parking lot extends 300 feet into the
Lake from the present land. The breakwater layout is in two sections similar
to that in Alternate 1. [ue to the parking lot extending further the main
channel is in deeper water than for the first Alternate, an additional advan-

tage. All coments regarding marine access and siltation oroblems for number 1

17
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are equally applicable here.

ihe future Coast Guard Station 1s located on the east side of the site
near the main entrance. A short, separate roadway is provided for auto access.
Both from the standpoint of public interference and maintaining winter access
this location is superior to the west side of the marina. The eastem portion
of the harbor is deeper so that less excavation will be required to obtain the
six foot below low water datum depth needed. A boat repair and service facil-
ity is oproposed as the\ present use for the future Coast Guard Station. Although
extending further into the Lake requires making more land, it results in less

underwater excavation to achieve minimum depths.

The arrangement of slips and marina parkine for Alternate 3 are similar
to that for altermate 1. 408 slips are provided along with 396 marina parking
spaces. Parking spaces for 40 cars for fishing access 1s proposed and additional
present use of the future Cpast Guard area. The car-trailer varking for the
boat launch ramp is expanded to accommodate an additional 58 vehicles. This
brings the number of parking spaces closer to the capacitv of the three lane
boat ramp providing full use of an existing facility. The single, central
marina building housing a restauwrant, boat store, marina office, and shower

and restroam facilltles 1s included in the layout.

flternate 4: Altermate 4 is develoced paralle: to the existing boat ramp
parking lot. Ilade land for the marina parking lot extends approximately 300 feet
out from the present land. The breakwater is a contiruocus "L" shape similar to
that for Alternate 2. 'The single entrance is on the west slde of the site.
211 comments concerning siltation and achievine minimum depths for number 2
also apply here. The situation is a little better since the extended parking
lot oputs the main charmel in slightly deever water. The Coast Guard Station is
sited at the west end of the marina parking lot. The comments made in the

Alternate 1 discussion apply here as to siltation, recuired devmths, and auto
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access. With the marina entrance on the west, it orovides quick and easy
aceess onto the Lake for the Coast Guard. Here again a boat repair and ser—
vice facility is proposed for present use of the area. The extension of the
made land to accammodate additional parking increases the amount of fill re-
sulred but decreases the quantities of excavation and dredging due to the
greater natural depth.

The slip arrangement for this Alternate is similar to that for Alter-
nate 2 providing 414 slips in seven lines. The marina parking lot provides
svaces for 396 cars. A small parking lot with a 40-car capacity is located
on the east side of the site. This lot will be used by fishermen and by
restaurant clientele. As in Alternate 3, 58 additional car-trailer parking
spaces are included to bring the boat ram up to full usage. Two separate
buildings are proposed. The one on the east side would contain the marina
of fices, a restaurant and shower and restroom facilitles. The other on the
west Would include a boat store, gas pumps, and restfoans.

Camparison of Alternates: The features, and some advantages and dis-

A

advantages have been discussed in the previous descriptions. Pertinent con-~

struction quantities are listed on the site plans and in the cost estimates.
Cost estimates are developed in another portion of this report.

Alternate 4 1is the least expensive of the first four alternates with re-
gard to construction cost. Its main cost savings compared to Alternates 1 and
2 1s in excavation and dredging costs to obtain minimum harbor depths. The
smaller quantities of these two items must outweigh the exvense of making addi-
tional land. This also is true for Alternate3 as compared to the first ¢two
Alternates. In addition, both Alternates 3 and U provide additional car-trailer
parking for the boat ramp. This will bring the ram closer to capacity and

therefore represent better utilization of Park facilities. Since all of the
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features in Alternates 1 and 2 are included in either Altermate 3 or Alternate
4 and the latter are less exvensive in addition to oroviding this extra park-
inz, Altermates 1 and 2 are not recommended.

The major differences between Altermates 3 and 4 lie in two areas: the
breakwater arrangement and the location of the future Coast Guard Station.

A number of voints concerning the two breakwater arrangements were dis-
cussed in the previous descriptions. The "L'" shaped continuous layout in
Alternate 4 affords very good protection. It puts the single entrance channel
toward the shallower portion of the site where siltation occurs. /frmual
dredging will definitely be required to keep the marina in operation. It may
be a large, costly operation. Incornvenience to boaters docked on the east side
of the marina was also mentioned. The arrow arrangement of Alternate 3 pro-
vides two entrances, decreasing the chance of traffic bottlenecks. The main
entrance chammel is deeper therefore requiring less excavation to attain mini-
mm depths. There is very little sediment around the main entrance so that
siltation should be minimal in the future. Dredging costs would certainly be
less for this arrangement.

The other consideration is the future Coast Guard Station. Location on
the west side of the marina as in Alternate 4 has drawbacks which were cited
previously. The expense to the Park in maintaining auto access throughout the
winter would be considerable. The location on the east side of the site pro-
vided in Altemate 3 has the advantages discussed in the descriptions and
minimizes costs to malntain winter access.

The other alternate is "No Build". Although no money would be expended,
none of the stated goals would be achieved. TFor the above reasons the recammended

altemate 1s Altermate 3.



SERVICES TO BE OFFERED IN THE MARINA

In some of the studies cited concerning marinas, surveys were done to
determine what tyne of services boaters wanted in mardnas. These were used
as a basis to decide which services are to be orovided in Lake Shore Park
Marina to make it attractive to the boating public. The following services are
orovided.

Walkways and finger nlers are the floating tvne to eliminate inconvenience
in boarding due to Lake level variation. Water and electrical service are oro-
vided to each berth and the main walkwavs will be lighted. Haul-out facilities
are included and two haul-outs per year are included in the slip rental fee.

A marine fuel station is orovided since it would mean a trip into Ashtabula
Harbor otherwise to obtain fuel. A sewage pump-out facility is located near
the gas station for those boats with holding tanks. The slip rental fee also
includes winter storage at the marina. Boats will be stored on wooden cra-
dles on the marina and boat ramp arez parking lots and other open areas in the
marina site. Security parking is provided for the marina and yearly narking
vermits are available to slin owners. Restroom and shower facilities are in-
cluded. A boat store 1is a great convenience to boat owners who discover they
need something for the boat and thev are already at the marina. Finally, a
restaurant 1s included not onlv to serve the slip owners but also other Park

users and the public in general.



FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

Economic Environment

The market areas chosen for this demand analysis took a
number of factors into consideration, such as travel time, highway
access, similar facilities, and so on. Upon investigation, it was
found that population, business and industry are all experiencing
moderate growth and this can be expected to continue or improve
in the future. This kind of growth indicates an increésing number
of potential boat owners and marina users.

Competitive Environment

A listing of the marinas on Lake Erie within the total market
area is given in Table A-6. There is a total of approximately
5,900 existing dock spaces within the area. Of the four Lake
Erie counties in the market area, Ashtabula County has the fewest
slips presently so that it is an appropriate location for adding
new dock spaces. A number of marina studies have found occupancy
rates exceeding 95% in the marinas on Lake Erie. These studies
also inventoried the services available at the marinas. Some of
the older marinas lack one Or more services such as running water
or electrical service for each berth. All the modern conveniences
for boating are included in Lake Shore Park Marina to make it
competive and attractive to the boating public.

A new 360-slip marina is planned for Geneva State Park in
Geneva-on-the- Lake, Ohio. The park is located in western
Ashtabula County, about 12 miles from Lake Shore Park. This
proposed marina is taken into account in the demand analysis

performed for this project.
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TABLE A-6

COMPETTTIVE MARINAS - 1979

ASHTABULA COUNTY

NAME
City of Conneaut
Conneaut Boat Club
Snug Harbor Marina
Sutherland Marina
Ashtabula Yacht Club, Inc.
Jack's Marine
Riverside Yacht Club, Inc.
Redbrook Boat Club
Brockway Marine

Total

LAKE COUNTY
NAME

Encounter Yacht Sailing Center
Winfield Marine

Douglass & McCleod
Rutherfords Landing

Grand River Yacht Club
Fairport Yacht Club

Grand Harbor Hacht Sales
Western Reserve Yacht Club
Mentor's Lagoon Marina
Mentor Harbor Yacht Club
Chagrin Harbor Beach Marina
Chagrin Lagoons Yacht Club
West Channel Yacht Club
Hi-Sidpper Marina

Lake Shore Marina

Chagrin River Yacht Club
Bolten Marine Sales, Inc.
M-K

Total

# TInformation not available.
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NUMBER COF
SLIPS

150
58
20
25

110

200
30

150
30

173

NUMBER COF
SLIPS

30
15
20
50

135
132

50
650
160

23
150

80
85

165
32

1,847



TABLE A-6 (Contirued)
COMPETITIVE MARINAS - 1979

CUYAHOGA COUNTY (EASTERN HALF)

NUMBER OF

NAME SLIPS

Wildwood Yacht Club, Inc. 60
Northeast Yacht Club 180
East 55th Street Marina 292
Gordon Shore Boat Club *
Forest City Yacht Club 135
Lakeside Yacht Club 200
Edgewater Park Marina 306
Edgewater Yacht Club 375
Cuyahoga Boat & Engine Co., Inc. 85
Total 1,633

ERTE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
NAME NUMBER OF

SLIPS

Freeport Yacht Club —_—
Presque Isle Lagoon Boat Livery 55
Rayshore Marine 13
Lund Boat Works, Inc. —_—
R.D. McAllister & Son, Ltd. 95
Brockway Marine Erdie, Inec. 7
East & West Canal Basin 33
Gem City Marina 35
Sailyard . 2h
Presque Isle Yacht Club 89
Erie Marine 46
Chestrut Street Marina : 62
Polish Yacht Club *
Camnodore Perry Yacht Club 78
Presque Isle State Park 498
Furncliff Beach Association 6
Erie Yacht Club : 360
Scrmmerheim Moorings _—
Walrut Creek 75
Total 1,544

* Information not available,

Source: Boating Facllities Inventory for Lakes Erie and Ontarioc and
CormectIng Waterways, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Buffalo
District, Buffalo, N.Y. 14207, December 18, 1979.
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FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY (CONTINUED)

Demand Analvsis

In recent years, a number of feasibility studies have been
done for marinas in Ashtabula County. All of these agree in
stating that demand for additional dock spaces exists in this
area. An analysis of boating statistics for OChio results in a
figure of 3% boats indicating a preference for Lake Erie waters
per existing dock space in 1977. (See Appendix A.) This indicates
considerable boater pressure along the Ohio shore of Lake Erie.
It is to be noted that the number of slips in Ashtabula County
has grown 260% from 1965 to 1979 without any problems with
excessive vacancies.

The results of the analysis performed in Appendix A indicate
demand for 3,270 dock spaces in the primarv market area. When
the demand is proportioned to the two Lake Erie counties within
the primary market ares, an additional 670 dock spaces are needed
in Ashtabula County. Despite the fact that this number is less
that the combined total of new spaces provided by the Geneva-on-
the-Lake Small Boat Harbor and this project,with as little as 3%
growth in boating, both marinas can expect to be full within less

than three years.

Financial Feasibility

The financial analysis for this project involves the deter-
mination of the Park Commission's ability to repay the construction
loan from revenues generated by the marina. Table A-9 develops
the total project costs for Alternate 3, the recommended alternate.
The $8.4 million total is the amount of the loan required for

design and construction of the project.



TABLE A-Q

PROJECT COST FOR ALTERMNATE 3

Administrative Cost

CEIP (d)(1) lean and guarantee $32,700

Architectural fees

Estimate from 6/80 $389,000
+1 year delay @ 10% $ 38,900

3527,300
~-308 (e)(1) grant $-16,000

3011,500 $411,900

Construction cost

Estimate frem 6/80 $6,233,000
+15% for 1.5 year delay $ 935,000 p
57 158,000 $7,168,000
’ §7,612,500
Required Contingency factor (10%) $ 761,300
Total Project Cost $8,373,500
Anrmual Payment for 5% Interest & $ 544,700

30 year term
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FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY (CONTINUED)

Financial Feasibility

. The annual operating costs and yearly revenues are examined
for the first, fourth, and fifteenth years of operation in Table
A—lOL It is expected that the marina will be fully occupied
by the fouth year and the fifteenth year 1is the median vear for
a thirty year loan. Revenues include seasonal slip rental

fees, rents from leases for a hoat store and a restaurant, parking

fee, and fuel sales. Operating costs include pavroll, administrative

and general costs, energy costs, repairs and maintenance and
insurance. Tne difference between yearly revenues and annual
operating cost is the amount available to repay the loan. The
$546,00 available in the fifteenth year exceeds the annual payment
of $545,000 required for a thirty year loan with 5% interest for
$8.4 million. Some type of arrangement allowing graduated payments
will have to be worked out so that the Park Commission can repay

the loan in accordance with the revenues available.



ANNUAL REVENUES AND COSTS

TABLE A-10

1982, 1986

» 1997

1982 1086 1997

Ceeupancy 864 100% 100%
Revenue
1) Slip rental

Season 217,500 330,500 695,000

Transient 2,200 2,900 6,400
2) Bullding leases

Boat store & restaurant 48,000 48,000 120,000
3) Parking Fees

Season permit 8,700 11,300 26,300

General-day 3,600 5,400 10,800

$280,000 $398,100  $858,500
Y ek seles WEIW TR0 W
OPERATING EXPENSES
1) Payroll & related expenses $62,400 $81,100 $171,600
2) Administrative & general 8,400 11,900 25,800
3) Enery costs 14,000 19,900 42,200
4) Repairs & maintenance 5,600 8,000 17,200
S) Property insurance 30,000 35,000 60,000
6) PReserve for replacement 5,000 5,000 10,000
$163,000 $246,900  $5u46,000

Amount available for loan payment



SECTION Il
PROJECT ANALYSIS



LIFE CYCLE ANALYSIS

:he breakwater design made use of rubblemound construction because of its
econamy and durability. ‘lhe desisn criteria used will insure the breakwater's
longevity. Other materials used in construction will be svecified in the final

design so as to provide durabllity for the project life.
TESICN AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

The following schedule of activities is anticlpated:

Months After
Award
1. Preparation of final design 9
2. Final plans and specificatlons 11
3. Construction bids solicited 11
4., Construction contract finalized 13
5. Construction period 30
6. Initial operation of marina 31

FEAL ESTATE

Since the marina 1s an offshor-e facllity, a lease for the required area
must be obtained from the State of Chio, which owns the lake bottam land. No
oroblems are anticipated in obtaining this lease. All utllities are accessible
within Lake Shore Park and since the Township Park Commission are the applicants

for this loan no easements from other interests will be needed. See Exhibit III-1,
2 cony of a certificate of title for Lake Shore Park.
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JOHN G.CARDINAL

JFFICE OF
THE PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

AsHTABULA COUNTY CQURTHOUSE
JEFFERSON, OHIO 44047

PROSELUTING ATTORNEY

January 17, 1980

Ohio Department of Energy
30 East Broad Street
34th Floor

Columbus,

Ohio 43215

Attn: Ohio CEIP Coordinator

Gentlemen:

PHONE:
216-576-2040
EXT. 251 & 253"

I have examined the records of Ashtabula County, Ohio,

in reference to premises certified by Hugh L. Thomas,
Assistant Director, on April 16, 1979 and described as

follows:

"Situated in the City and Township of
Ashtabula, County of Ashtabula, and

State of Ohio, known as being part of
sections, numbers two (2) and three

(3) in township number thirteen (13)

range three (3) Connecticut Western
Reserve. Commencing in the west line

of Minnesota Street in the Harmon Park
Plat at a point where the centerline

of Park Avenue intersects the same.

Thence easterly along the centerline of
said Park Avenue about ten hundred fifty
(1050) feet to a stone at a point where
the centerline of Manola Street will
intersect the centerline of said Park
Avenue; thence southerly along the center-
line of Manola Street about ten hundred
eighty-seven (1087) feet to the center of
the Lake Road so called. Thence easterly
along the center of the Lake Road to the
west line of lands now or formerly owned
by Sheldon Harmon, which point is supposed
to be at the intersection of the east line
of the East Village Road with the center-
line of said Lake Road. Thence northerly

Ciriereme~ TTT "
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l ,

-2-

along the westerly line of the lands' of
said Harmon about ten hundred forty-nine
(1049) feet to the waters of Lake Erie.
Thence westerly along the waters of Lake
Erie about twenty-five hundred forty-two
and fourteen hundredths (2542.14) feet to
a point, which point would be in the
northerly extension of the west line of
University Street. Thence southerly on
the line which would be the northerly
extension of the west line of Minnesota
Street to the place of beginning, except-
ing and reserving however from the above
described premises lots numbers one
hundred eighty (180), one hundred ninety-
four (194), one hundred ninety-five (195)
and one hundred ninety-six (196) in said
Harmon Park Plat heretofore sold and con-
veyed.

I find title to be good in the Ashtabula Township Park

Board, subject only to the following liens and encumbrances
as of December 31, 1979, at 10:00 a.m.

EGP/wa

1.) zoning regulations imposed by the
Council of the City of Ashtabula,
Ohio, and the Board of Township
Trustees of Ashtabula Township,
Ashtabula County, Ohio

Very truly yours,

JOHN G. CARDINAL
PROSECUTING ATTORNEY

o I ” L) i
BY Gl T Floud
TDWARD ¢ PTASZED——

Assistant Prosecutor

EXHIBIT III-1



ENVIROMENTAL ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Other Federal Agency Involvement

An apolication for a 404 permit has been filed with the U.S. Ammy Corps of
Engineers, Buffalo District. This is necessary since the marina constructlon
involves placing structures and fill materials into the waters of Lake Erie.
The Corps of Engineers has done a number of studles in relation to their pro-
nosed Beach Erosion and Shoreline Protection Project for Lake Shore Park.

Among these are: Section 103 Shore Erosion Report, Section 111 Ashtabula Harbor

Report and the Lake Shore Park Beach Frosion and Shoreline Protection Study.

Included as Appendix D is - the Preliminary Section 404 (b) Evaluation for the

Beach Frecsion and Shoreline Protection Project which contains information appli-

cable to the marina as well since the beach project is immediately to the east
of the proposed marina. See Figure IIT -1

In the preparation of this preliminary Engineering Report other agencies
have been consulted on various subjects. Since the possibility of moving the
U.3. Coast Guard's Ashtabula Station into the marina exists, a mumber of meet-
ings were held with representatives of the 9th District Staff. Input as to
physical requirements for a station and the time frame involved in such a move
were obtalned as well as review of the various alternates proposes. Included
as Exhibit ITI-2 is a letter from Captain E.H. Daniels, U.S. Coast Guard, out-
lining their positlion on a possible move at the present time. A meeting was
held in Columbus, Chio with members of the staff of the Chio Department of
Natural Resources to make them aware of the proposed marina project. They are
involved in the funding of the Lake Shore Park Boat Ramm Project, which is
immediately south of the proposed marina. Car-traller paridng expansion for
this boat ramp is part of two of the alternates for the marina. The Port

Authority of the City of Ashtabula has been informed of the plans for a marina
in Lake Shore Park;
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Address repl :
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ~ Address realy to o)

UNITED STATES COAST GUARD  Ninth Coast Guard District
: 1240 East 9th St.

, o €288 54929293

25 uu EsU

Mr. Albert Malinak
Woodruf f Engineering lnc.
23875 Commerce Park Road
Beachwood, OH 44122

Dear Mr. Malinak:

For some time now, your firm has been working with The Ashtabula Township
Park Commission and County Planning Commission on the Lakeshore Park
Recreation Plan. The present plan does affect the Coast Guard by
including a proposed new site for our Station in Ashtabula.

As Commander Peterson of my staff has mentioned to you, the relocation of
our station is a very indefinite matter. Although we do have some very
real problems with our present site, relocation is only one of several
available alternatives. The proposed site in your Recreation Plan is
certainly attractive for a potential Coast Guard Station, but it is not
possible to determine at this time if such a gite will actually be
needed. -

We do appreciate being included in your marina development plans, and
sincerely hope that the option of relocation will remain open for us.

Sincerely,

/
< «
,(/! L
i .
E. 'H. Daniels
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard
, ’ Chief of Staff

Ninth Coast Guard District

"f’O‘/f 5 -
SN
"8
V/OO .'-\P .
RS

Exhibit III -2
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although it is out of their Jurdsdiction. A copy of a resolution from the
Port Authority expressing their support for the Lake Shore Park Marina is

included, see Exhibit III-3.

Description of Proposed Project

The deserintion of the marina project along with discussions of con-

struction methods and time frame estimates are given in corresponding sections
of the PER.

Description of the Surrounding Envirconment

See the Site Description portion of the Project Descrdiption section of this
report for a discussion of the surrounding emvirorment.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service informed the Corps of Engineers of a
water fowl area south of the East Breakwater of Ashtabula Harbor in relation to
the Beach Erosion Study. This area is indicated in Figure III-2 and it can be
seen that the marina will not intrude into this area. The marina should, in
fact, reduce pleasure craft traffic through this area since it will orovide

direct access to the open Lake. An aerial photograoh of Lake Shore Park is in-
cluded, see Appendix B.

Temporarv Impacts of the Proposed Project

It should be mentioned that simultaneous construction of the provosed
marina and the oroposed reconstruction of the beach immediately to the east by
the Corps of Engineers would be beneficial. Such coordination of construction
activities would minimize the duration of temmorary immacts caused by construction
and minimize the inconveniences to par¥ users.

Mr Quality: It would be expected that there would be minor increases in
fumes and dust levels due to the heavy machinery used during construction. ’Iheée
increases should not be significant due to the normal levels generated by coal
and iron ore handling facilities and the vower generating facillties in the area

as well as normal park maintenance equirment and automobile traffiec.

water Qualitv: An increase In turbity will accompany construction activi-

ties. All efforts necessary will be taken in order to minimize both the amount



A HTABU' \ PORT AU.AOQRITY \
@o:'l (9/7 @rogress
P.O. 8OX B89

ASHTABULA, OHIO 44004
BOARD MEMBERS

Hecrold Leehan, Chairman
Joseph Llovas, Vice-Chairman
Chedes—Sheppardr—ySecreiary
Alex Patterson

. William Herzog

Carmen Corbissero
Armando Santilli

HARBORMASTER
Nicholas Poulchel NOVEHBER 3, 1980

A RESOLUTION

WHEREAS; THE ASHTABULA PORT AUTHORITY MET ON WOVEMBER
3,1980 AND DISCUSSED THE PROPOSED MARINA AT
LAXKE SHORE PARK,and,

WHEREAS; THE ASHTABULA PORT AUTHORITY IS TOTALLY COMMITTED
TO THE BETTERMENT OF THE SHORELINE OF LAKE ERIE
lh ASHTABULA COUNTY, and,

WHEREAS, IT IS DETERMINED THAT THIS IMPROVEMENT WILL GREATLY
‘ BENEFIT ALL THE CITIZERS OF ASHTABULA COUNTY AND
IN PARTICULAR THE CITIZENS OF ASHTABULA CITY.
THEREFQORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE ASHTABULA PORT AUTHORITY
HEREBY UNANIMOUSLY ENDORSES AND SUPPORTS THIS

VENTURE AND PLEDGES FULL COQOPERATION TO THE
ASHTABULA TOWNSHIP PARK BOARD In THIS EMDEAVOR.

1l 7 Aot Lok .z

HAROLD LEEHAN, CHAIRMAN ARIMANDO SARTILLI

WILLIAM HERZOG, géC\ OSEPH LOVAS

CARHMEN CORBISSERO . ALEX PATTERSON

Exhibit III-3
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and spreading of stirred sediments. It 1s anticipated that sediments
shall be dredged hydraulically with minimal suspension of sediment.

‘The bottom materdal to be excavated is dense shale and should therefore settle
out quickly after excavation operations. The stone in the rubblemound break-
waters shall be obtained from upland commercial sources and free of contami-
nants. Once the breakwaters are constructed they should help to contain the
spread of suspended sediments. It is anticipated that filling to make land
will be done with clean flll materials and in such a mammer as to minimize
introduction of fill material into the water. Safeguards will be taken to
minimize any spillage of oll, gas or other contaminants from equipment and
barges operating on the water,

Erosion: No significant erosion will occur during construction since little
land excavation is anticipated. Field offices and equipment will occupy ex-
isting parking lot space.

wildlife: Fish will be driven from the immediate area for the duration of
construction. Important fishing areas such as around the Illuminating Company
outflow and East Breakwater of Ashtabula Harbor will be unaffected.

As was stated earlier, the Corps of Engineers consulted with U.S. Flsh
and Wildlife Service in preparing the Beach Erosion Study. !o mention was made
of’ the existence of any threatened or endangered species in the Park Area. The
waterfowl area mentioned earlier will not be affected. There are no known water-
fowl nestineg areas in the immediate project area. A 1979 CEIP project conducted
by the Ohio Department of Natural Resources ldentified no rare, threatened or
endangered plants or plant communities within the project area.

Noise: There will be a temporary increase in noise level in the immediate
area due to the operation of large construction equipment. This nolse should

be restricted to the waterfront since the land rises 45 feet immediately south
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of the project site and will direct the sound upward. This should effectively
buffer the upper portions of the Park and inland residences from this construction
noilse. Some increase in truck traffic and accampanying nolse may be experienced
due to delivery of ‘equimment or materials but this should not be much greater
than noise assoclated with daily maintenance of the Park. Correspondingly, there
will be a decrease in recreational traffic due to construction and closure of

the Park campgrounds while the Beach Project is built.

Recreation: “Since a vortion of the toat ramo parkineg lot will be used for
a fleld offlce, eqguivment storage, and other things; the paridng area wlll be
reduced and traffic patterns will be affected. This will in turn reduce the
possible launch rate of the boat ramp. Necessary precautions will have to be
taken to prevent-the-public from entering the construction site either on land
or in the water. It is possible the ramp would have to be closed when work is
being done on the west end of the marina, but this work may be scheduled early
in the construction season to minimize its effect. Security fences shall be
used on land and appropriate buoys and warning devices in the water to protect
the site and the nublic. Construction will temporarily remove access to approx-
imately 1,000 feet of lakefront abutting the marina., It will have to be deter-
mined during the project whether it wlll]l be possible to open the eastern break-
water to the public for fishing access before construction is completed. This
would provide over 1,400 feet of aeccess. It 1s anticipated that breakwater con-
struction will be one of the first tasks achleved. This will orovide a safe
harbar for the waterborn construction equioment and also for beats using the
launch ramp. Boaters could use it as a refuge in case of a sudden storm.

Traffic: Construction will not significantly affect traffic flow in the
Park excent for the boat launching ramp area. There are sufflcient varking
spaces elsewhere in the park to absorb vehicles displaced from this area. Both

the Park PRecreation Plan and the Corns of Englneers found the nark roadways

capable of handling the additional traffic related to construction.
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' PERMANENT TMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

AMr Quality: Increased auto and boat traffiec will cause a slight increase
in intermmal combustion engine fumes. The significance of this increase is
minimal considering the industrial facilitles in Ashtabula Harbor and the
surrcunding area. Industrial activities included are materials handling such
as coal and iron ore, otower generation, and chemical manufacture and storage.
Develorment of other areas of Lake Shore Park will result in increased auto
traffic regardless of the marina. Thus it can be expected that oresent air
quality would not be significantly degraded by the construction of the marina.

Water Quality: Recreational boats generally contribute incidental amounts

of gasoline and motor oil to a harbor. The increase in marine traffic will re-
sult in slight increases in the amounts of these substances in the harbor. This

situation can be minimized with strict supervision by the marina management to

orevent laree spills.

Stirring of sediments can be minimized by enforcement of harbor speed
limits. This problem will be minimal since a large portion of the marina
bottom 1s rock and sediments are present only on the west side of the site.
Considerable amounts of this sediment will be removed by hydraullc dredging
in the construction phase to achieve the desired depth. It is proposed to
open-Lake dump the dredgings. A chemical analysis of the sediments 1s pro-
vided in the Project Soils Report, see Appendix C. The Corpvs of Engineers
will make the determination as to whether oven-lake dumping is permissible
in reviewing the project for the Section 404 (b) permit. Hesusvension of
sediment due to armual maintenance dredging should be no worse than that
associated with annual dredging for the boat ramps at present. The effects
are temporary since the water clears quickly after the dredging for the

ramps.

There will be no degradation of water quality resultine from deposition
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of materials connected with the project. All stone used in the
rubblemound breakwater shall be clean and uncontaminated stone
nbtained from upland sites. All fill material shall be clean.- Any
metal associated with the bulkhead or floating docks shall be
Specified so as to prevent release of any contaminants into the
harbor. Thus there will be no significant impact on the existing
water gquality. Beside the information provided in Corps of Engineers
»valuation for the Beach Erosion and Shoreline Protection Project
included as Appendix D, a number of other reports involving marinas
and deposition of rubblemound materials in this general area of

Lake Erie have been publishéd. Two such documents are Draft
Enviromental Impact Statement for the Cooperative Beach Erosion

Project at Presque Isle Peninsula in Erie, Pennsyvlvania May 15, 1973

and Stage 2 Document for Reformulation Phase 1 General Design
Memorandum Geneva-on-the-Lake, Ohio Small Boat Harbor, April 1980;
both published by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer.

Erosion: There will be very little land excavation involved
with this project with no surface vegetation removal to expose
earth for erosion. Therefore, there won't be any permanent erosion
impacts associated with the marina.

Wildlife: As stated earlier, the waterfowl area inside the
cast breakwater of Ashtabula Harbor will not be affected by the marina
and should benefit in the decrease of pleasure craft traffic through
the area. The fish population tolerates the launching and operation
of boats in the area at present. It is to be expected that they will
return to the area once construction-is complete if speed limits are
enforced minimizing bottom disturbance and noise. As the number of
launchings and docked boats increase, it is expected that the fish
will leave the marina basin itself, but make use of the north side of
the new breakwaters. '
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There will be greater water depth provided than previously. This
loss of shallow water habitat will be offset by the construction of
the beach immediately to the East of the marina. Breakwaters and
made land will occupy 11.4 acres of lake bottom, potential yellow
perch spawing area. The rubblemound breakwaters will provide 1.4
acres of new and more varied habitat.- With the interstices in

in rubblemound construction, the area provided is actually much
greater than 1.4 acres. This new habitat would attract additioral

fish to the area.

Noise: The natural rise of the land south of the project site
should protect neighboring houses and the rest of the Park from
any increases in noise due to the marina. Noise attributable to
increased car traffic and increased number of individuals using the
Park should not be greater for the mairna than for other improvements
planned for the Park such as the beach reconstruction. Increases
were found to be insignificant for that case. Enforcement of marina
regulations regarding noise levels (such as radios) and harbor

speed limits will help to minimize any noise level increases

Recreation: The basis of this project is providing additional
recreational opportunities for the public. There are no negative re-
creational impacts.

The marina will provide additional and improved dock space on
Lake Erie. The need for additional space is demonstrated in the
Financial Feasibilitv section of this report. The project also
provides safer and more convenient boating access than the existing
marinas on the Ashtabula River. The lengthy trip down the river
and through harbor freighter traffic isn't necéssary. Access to
Lake Erie is increased with additional dock space and the full
utilization of the 3-lane boat launching ramp. An additional
harbor of refuge is provided for small craft and fishing boats in

case of a sudden storm.



Fishing opportunities are increased and improved. The east
breakwater will provide approximately 1,400 feet of fishing access.
In addition, access to deeper water will be provided, offering
the opportunity of catching a greater varietyv and larger size fish.
Moderate size commercial fishing boats can be docked in the marina.
This project augments the use of other Lake Shore Park facilities such
as picnic facilities, the beach, the new playground and so on.

The east breakwater separates boating and swimming activities.
Enforcement of regulations in both the marina and swimming areas
will minimize any safety risks. Safety will be maintained in the
marina through clear marking of navigation channels and strict
enforcement of speed regulations. This will be an improvement
over current unmarked condititons. Safety equipment shall be
available at both the beach and the marina and all Park personnel

shall be acquanted with its use.

Other impacts: Since the location of the marina is at the

extreme western end of the Park, scenic vistas will be relatively
unaffected. The marina will become part of the vista currently
dominated bty the Pinney Dock.

The possible relocation of the Ashtabula U.S. Coast Guard
Station into the marina would be a beneficial impact. The Coast
Guard could respond more quickly to emergencies on the open Lake.
This is true because from their present location on the Ashtabula
River they must observe river and inner harbor speed limits . as
well as avoiding harbor traffic in responding to an emergency.

No other impacts have been identified.
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Floodplain Concerns: Since the project is construction of a

recreational boat marina on Lake Erie, the project site has to be

within the Lake Erie 100-year floodplain. There is no viable alter-
native to this development site.

This project is not likely to encourage residential,-commercial,
or industrial development in the 100-year floodplain as adjacent

lands are completely developed.

The Lake Shore Park Development Plan, which contains information
regarding the coanstruction of this project, has been publically
available since December 1979. Variocus announcements in local
newspapers have identified the availability of the Plan and solicited
comments on any portion ccntained therein. No comments on
the proposed construction have been received.

Wetland Concerns: This preoject is not located in a wetland,

nor is it likely to promote residential, commercial, or industrial

development in a wetland, as there are none in the immediate vicinity.

Eistoric Preservation: The Ohio Historic Preservation Office
has been counsulted concerning this project. Included 1is a copy

of their response stating that the project won't affect any
property listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places, see Exhibit III-4.
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'@B@ﬁ@ (Historic Preservalfiion OfThice

Ohio Historical Center 1-71 & 17th Avenue Columbus, Ohio 43211 (614) 466-150(

October 22, 1980

Mr. Albert J. Malinak, P. E.
Woodruff, Inc.

23875 Commerce Park Road
Cleveland, Ohio 44122

Re: Lake Shore Park Boat Marina
Ashtabula, Chio

Dear Mr. Malinak:

This is in response to your letter of October 8, 1980, requesting our
comments on the above proposed project.

The staff of the Ohio Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the maps
and other documentation provided with your correspondence. It appears

from this information that the proposed undertaking will not affect any
significant cultural resources, either historic or archaeological, eligible
for, nominated to or listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

We recommend that vou proceed with this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Lake Shore Park
boat marina.

Sinkerely,

Ut 2l

Dellas H. Harder
Acting State Historic
Preservation Officer
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Alternatives: As has been previously stated, a number of studies

for developing a marina in the Ashtabula area have been done. In
1965, the Citv of Ashtabula had a feasibilitv study done for the
development of a municipal recreational marina on land it had

bought along the Ashtabula River. The report entitled Feasibility

Survey Report (Technical and Economic) of Proposed Recreational

Marina, Ashtabula, Ohio was done by Rosenstock-Holland-Associates of

Akron, Ohio as a Technical Assistance Project for Area Redevelopment
Administration of U.S. Department of Commerce. This report
concluded that there was a great need for additional dock space in
Ashtabula and spelled out the features the marina should have. The
City never built the marina and, in fact, a private marina operator
purchased the land from the City. The extensive rehabilitation and
expansion of the site proposed in the report was not done however.
In 1978, the Snell Environmental Group perfcrmed a Harbor Marina
Master Pian Study - 1978 for the Ashtabula Port Authority. This

report involved sixXx possible marina sites in and around the Ashtabula

Harbor, among them was Lake Shore Park, referred to as "Site I'.

The variocus sites were evaluated on 15 different criteria and

assigned a certain point value accordingly. Included as Exhibit
iI1-5, are the site plan and description of "Site F'" and the
table "Summary Comparison of Sites'. As can be seen from this

table, Lake Shore Park, "Site F". was the highest rated of the
sites. A more complete copv of this study was included with the
loan application for this project.

The alternative of no development would not alleviate the
demonstrated need for permanent recreational docking space in the
area. Neither would this option permit satisfaction of local
priorities nor implementation of redevelopment activities identified
in 308 (c¢) (1) Park Development Plan. Implementation of completed
local plans is an expressed objective of the Coastal Energyv Impact
Program and the Ohio Coastal Zone Management program -
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Site F

LOCATION- Of this site is considered excellent because it is in the

AShtabula Harbor on the Lake and is adjacent to Lake Shore Park.

AUTO ACCESS- Is considered ve ood because it is off of Harmon Road or
State Road #531 and is also very close to the termination point af Route
#11 which enters the City from the south.

DRAW- Would be ve ood for several reasons, including its relationship
to Lake Shore ParE which already draws many persons to the area and its
overall location and access by auto.

AREA CHARACTER- Is very good because it is located within the Harbor area
and Jocated adjacent to many recreational facilities. Perhaps the only
scar on the quality of the surroundings would be the power plant directly
east.

SIZEASHAPE- Is considered very good. The land area will require
expansion into the lake but ‘there 1s plenty of water area to do this.
DISTANCE FROM LAKE- 1Is excellent.for obvious reasons.

WATER FACTORS- Are oniy fair and- this is because of wave action and other

influences of the lake which would be rough on small beats. This would
change with construction of a breakwater. In fact, a breakwater is a pre-
requisite for a marina in this location.

OGRAPHY- Is considered as good. The land area between the existing
shoreline and the steep embanEEEnt is limiting,
PRESENT CONDITION- Is very aood and includes many ideal features, such as,
views and good support facilities. -
COMPATIBILITY TO SURRDUNDINGS- Are rated ve pod. The park is of excellent
quality and would provide an ideal working relationship.
UTILITIES- Are rated good, as are all sites.
DEMAND FOR FACILITIES- Is considered very aood, not only for the marina,
but aiso for one in this location.
PRESENT OWNERSHIP- Is very good as it is available through cooperation
with the Ashtabula Township Parks Commission.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT- Is also very qood, Since the site is already
inte?sely used, 1ittle overall change to environmental quality would
resuit. .

SUMMARY- This site should receive high consideration for a small craft
marina. It should be pointed out, however, that an additional breakwater
is a prerequisite to such a development. The most positive aspects

are the location on the lake, its juxtaposition to Lake Shore Park and
its auto access.

EXHIBIT III-5



* NEEDS

There have been numerous boat counts in the‘past.which all indicate a need
to develop marina space in Ashtabula. The need as exhibited in a 1965
report by Rosenstock-Holland Associates states that the projected need as
of 1970 would be 1500 mooring spaces. This need for mooring spaées also

included the area around Ashtabula.

Also considered in this study were present pIahs, at that time, (1965) for
marina deve]épmént‘in both Ashtabula and Conneaut which still left the
1500 projected figure. Since the 1965 report, there have been facilities
developed in Conneaut and plans for Geneva on the Lake, however, the 769
spaces projected for Ashtabula, at that time have not been developed and
** ~ 298 berths in the report have only increased by an estimated 50 spaces.
An official 1978 count is not available, but it has been estimated at 350
mooring spaces by the Ashtabula Port Authority. Based on these figures,
the need for the Ashtabula Area is still in excess of 1500 and perhaps as
high as 2000. The actual need for berthing spaces in Ashtabula is
influenced by development at other facilities along Lake Erie, since this
shoreline actually serves an approximately 50 mile radius. Only

2 percentage of persons with boats berthed in Ashtabula,

actually live there. So it is conceivable that if the market is not

developed in Ashtabula, expansion of facilities at other ports along the

lake could absorb much of the needs projected for Ashtabula. This

would represent a lost revenue for the City of approximately $2,140,000

per year. This figure was derived from "a study by the Army Corp of
;ineers titled “"Evaluation of Economic Feasibility of Maintenance of a

Recreational Channel at Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio" which was completed to

determine the cost/benefits ratio of dredging the river for continued
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uee by the recreational fleet in Ashtabula. The benefit of $476,540 to
be derived for boats permanently docked was based on a fieet of 239 boats
ranging in size from 16'-25' to 40'-64'. Note: This figure used a
percentage of the actual value of the boats as an annual benefit. For
instance, a cruiser of 40'-64' in length has an average value of

$86,825. In this case, the annual cost to maintain and use the boat
would be 9% of its value or $7,800. This figure includes; cost of
maintenance, storage, fuel, supplies and other associated costs. Assuming
2 fleet of 1500 boats to have a similar representational cross section,
the revenue generated from 1500 additional mooring spaces would be
52;850,000. However, we know that the average size of boats berthed
would be smaller, if sufficient facilities existed, since a lot of boats
now launched would be berthed and these are generally smaller boats.
Hence the revenue per boat is estimated at 25% less, which would reduce

the $2,850,000 estimate to $2,140,000 per year.

In addition to the potential revenue of $2,140,000 based on 1500
additional mooring spaces, there are numerous indirect economic benefits.
A1l of the additional persons employed to meet the needs of the marina
would have needs of their own,such as, food, housing and clothes. This,
along with the taxes they pay:would provide much additional revenue

for Ashtabula and should not be overlooked as a benefit to the City.

SUMMARY The estimated shortage of berthing spaces in the Ashtabula

is in excess of 1500 and perhaps as high as 2000. Keep in mind that
there are a lot of factors which determine the needs and not any one
survey can be depended on to represent the actual need. For this reason,

it is recommended that any such develcpment should be done in stages

EXHTRTIT TTT _&8
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The design alternatives considered are presented and discussed
in the Project Description section of this report. Alternate 3
is the preferred alternate for a number of reasons spelled out in the

discussion.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION -

A description of the involvement of the various Federal, state
and local agencies in this project can be found in Environmental
Assessment Information section of this report. All concerned state
agencies have reviewed the loan application through the State of

Ohio A-95 Clearinghouse Review process. See Exhibit I[II-6.

SITING

The marina is sited in accordance with the latest master plan

for the area, that being the Lakeshore Park Recreation Plan. As

is discussed in the Financial Feasibility Study, Appendix A, the

site has excellent highway and water access. Users will be able to
use the many other recreational facilities available in Lake Shore
Park, such as tennis courts, playground, picnic areas, and the future
beach.

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

No relocation assistance is required for this project. All
additional land required for the project is Lake Erie submerged
land which is owned by the State of Ohio. An application to lease

the land required has been filed.



WILLIAM P FERGUS, FEu
DinLCTIOR

l ‘ July 14, 1980

Ashtabula Twp. Park Board
E. First Street & Minola
Ashtabula, Ohio 44004

ATT: MICHAEL ADAMS

A-95 AREAWIDE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW

RE: Lake Shore Park Marina Construction Project

Dear Mr. Adams:

The A-95 review of the above referenced proposal was completed
on . July 14, 1980 .

Clearinghouse review comments, if any, and a copy of the
official resolution of the General Policy Board of the
Eastgate Development and Transportation Agency indicating

support for your proposal are enclosed.

l We recommend that you include a copy of the resolution with
your application and proceed with your request. If you have
l any questions concerning this action please contact the

Eastgate Development and Tranportation Agency.

We thank you for your cooperation and wish you success in
your endeavor.

Sincerely,

EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

e © Sarepns

William P. Fergus, P.E. ECE‘VED

Director . .
- Pens 0]

WPF/ml
WOODRUFE, INC.,

Enclosure

cc: State Clearinghouse . —

— [

EASTGATE DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 130 JAVIT COURT. YOUNGSTOWN. OHio 44518

[ 2!6/ 793.3282 vouNGsStOwN
373192t  waRREN
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GPB RESOLUTION # 131
A-95 LOG # 80-200

RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING THROUGH THE A-95 REVIEW PROCESS AN
APPLICATION BY THE ASHTABULA TOWNSHIP PARK
BOARD TO THE OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT
FOR FUNDS TO CONSTRUCT A RECREATIONAL BOAT
MARINA IN LAKE SHORE PARK

WHEREAS, the Ashtabula Township Park Board is
making application to the Office of Coastal Zone Management
for funds to construct a recreational boat marina in Lake
Shore Park; and

WHEREAS, the Eastgate Develcopment and Transpor-
tation Agency (hereinafter called EDATA), State of Ohio, has
reviewed this application under requirements issued by the
U.S. Office of Management and Budget in Circular A-95.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED By the General
Policy Board of EDATA that this application being submitted
to the Office of Coastal Zone Management be hereby supported.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the EDATA staff be
directed to review this proposed project for its conformance
with areawide plans and that said comments be made a part of
this resolution.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the EDATA staff be
directed to forward a copy of this resolution and a copy of
all written comments to the applicant and applicable local,
state, and federal agencies.

Passed this 10th day of July , 1980,

ATTEST:
‘;:/4"/; ; 2 Y | /7\' C((.' T Q g ) \
L O 4, Rakd s ALLL T e vm/k
Director s /// Chairman J
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CONSTRUCTIQN CRITERIA

A discussion of the design eriteria used for the various portions of the
oroject follows.
Breakwater desipn was accamplished using methods for rubblemound construc-

tion from the Shore Protection Manual published by the U.S. Army Coastal Engi-

neering Research Center. A 10-year maximum monthly mean lake level nlus l-vear
short term fluctuation were used for the design lake level (DLL). A 20-year
deenwater wave was used in desipn. These values were obtained from Techmnical

Renort H-76-1, Desien Wave Information for the Great Lakes Remort Lake Erie

from the U.S. Armmy Engineer Waterwayvs Exveriment Station. The design allowable
wave helght within the harbor is one foot.

After considerable research, it was decided that the desirable deoth for
the marina would be 6 feet below Low Water Datum (LWD). LWD is elevation
568.6 feet above Mean Water Level at Father Point Quebec, (International Great
Lakes Datum 1955). This depth was found to be acceptable to the Coast Guard
should they relocate to the marina.

The use of floating docks is orovosed for the marina walkwavs and fineger
plers. This 1s the most direct method of coping with the large possible vari-
ation in the Lake Erie water level (5.8 feet between highest and lowest recorded
monthly mean levels). Layouts were based on the use of 5' wide walkways and 3'
wide finger piers, 25' long. The clear wldth between fingers 1s 25'. 1In the
final design, various length finger plers with variation in slip widths would
be desiemed. Water and electrical lines would be run out along the sides of
walkways to provide these services to each berth.

£ steel bulkhead is pronosed to contain the flll for the marina varking
area. It would consist of steel H niles conereted into the existing shale with

horizontal beams connecting them to form a steel framework. Steel sheet ciling
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would be attached to this framework. Sheet oiling cannot ‘be driven because

of the hard shale bottom. A conecrete beam would be poured at the base of the
sheet plling tc create a seal and concrete cap beam would be poured at the top.
Filling would start immediately behind the bulkhead and work inward. This is
Just one possible scheme of attack. Discussions would be held with experi-
enced Lake contractors before a system was proposed for the final de_sign.

Pavement designs take into aeccount exposure to the Lakefront weather and
the use imposed. The access roadways will receive heavy use and the boat
launching ramp parking involves the extra loads of trailered boats. The pave-
ment for these areas would consist of 8" of agpregate base, a 1-1/2" asphalt
intermediate coarse, and a 1" asphalt wearing coarse. The marina and fishing
parking should handle only passenger cars and the pavement 1s a little thinner.
It conslsts of 6" of aggregate base, a 1" asphalt intermediate coarse, and a
1" asphalt wearing coarse.

All reinforced concrete design shall be in accordance with the latest
edition of the American Concrete Institute Bullding Code and applicable local
codes. Steel design shall be done according to the latest edition of the AISC
code and local codes. Speclallized steel design such as a steel bulkhead will
be designed using appropriate guldelines.

Lighting for both the parking lots and the marina walkways would be de-
slgned according to accepted industry standards. clectricity for the lighting
-as well as providing electrical service to the berths and buildings is avail-
able along Lake Shore Drive south of the project site. It is a similar situation
for water. Stormm drainage will be provided for the parking lots and the water
routed back into the Lake. A pump—cut station for boats and sanitary facilities

in the main building will require a small holding tank and pum station. The
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sewage will be pumped to the large Park pump station located on the south side

of Lake Shore Drive across from the Park Pavillion. A map, Flgure IV-1 illustrates
the sanitary sewer system in the local area. The anticipated average daily

flow is 51,000 gallons based upon 125 gpd per slip. The existing Park facili-

ties should be capable of handling this additional flow.
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SECTION V
COST ESTIMATES



CONSTRUCTION CQOST ESTIMATES

Pollowlng are construction cost estimates develoved for the four alter-
nates. The variocus items are listed and srouved under the headinegs of Break-
waters, Harbor, Paridng lot, Utilities, and Bulldings. 1979 unit orices for
the Northeast Ohio area are used.

‘These estimates are used in comparing the Alternates to make a recommen-—
dation for the preferred one. It must be hoted that all these estihates are
vrepared based on the desien eriteria explained in the Desiegn Criterdia Section
of this report and therefore, are on an eoual footing with each other. A num-
ter of changes can be made to lower construction costs, but they would result
in a slightly less satlsfactory design. Breakwater sizes could be reduced if
the design vear or allowable wave height within the harbor were changed. If
it were declded to accent a variable draft harbor instead of the six feet
below LWD depth, dredging and rock excavation costs could be reduced. If same
type of dock system such as the use of precast concrete double tees would be
aceceptable, savings could be realized over floating docks. Something would
have to be done to cope with the variation in lake level so that the possible
trade-of f's would have to be examined, Changes in items related to the parking
lots suech as pavement designs, curbs, and so on could effect cost savings. It
would be exnected that other opportunities for cutting costs could be found.
One major consideration 1s the future Coast Guard Station area. Should it be
decided that the Coast Guard won't relocate to the marina before final desien
is accomplished, it is recommended to delete that area from the desien and
make necessary changes in the layout. 'his would result in great savings in
made land and bulkhead construction.

These estimates represent a sound basis for cost comparison of the studied

alternates. They should not be recarded as final desism construction estimates.
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COST ESTIMATE c;;;:§§>
FOR

LAKE SHORE PARK MARINA

ALTERNATE 1 _ I
ESTIMATED UNIT ESTIMA"D
ITEMS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE PRICE
Breakwaters l
Mobilization & Demobilization LUMP
SUM S 50,0(]
Armor Stone
6-14 TONS 39,800 TON g 30.00 1,194,000
2- 4 TONS 3,240 TON 32.00 263,7
1- 2 TONS 10,500 TON 32.00 336,0
Underiayer Stone ‘
700-2900# 9,920 TON 27 .50 273,00
190- 775# 2,360 TONM 29.00 68,40ﬂ
100- 400# 3,220 TON 29.00 83,40
Bedding Stone
2-145# 15,100 TON 21.00 317,00
o 40% 5,210 TON 21.00 109,00
- 20# 7,090 TON 22.00 156,000
SUBTOTAL $2,860 ,sol
Harbor
Mobilization & Demobilization LUMP ' !
SUM 50,00
Rock FExcavation 19,700 C.Y. 25.00 493,00
Dredging 8,950 C.Y. 8.00 71,60

Floating Docks-including watar,

electric & lighting PER
408 BOAT 1,750.00 714,00!

SUBTOTAL $1,328,600

292



- ALTERNATE 1 (CONTINUED)
. ESTIMATED UNIT ESTIMAT
l ITEMS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE PRICE
l Parking Lot
Steel Bulkhead 1,857 L.F $ 300.00 $ 557,0
Excavation not including embankment 3,000 c.yY €.00 18,0
I Embankment 88,100 C.yY 7.00 617,00
Asphalt Pavement
Parking Lot 14,600 S.Y. 13.50 197,01
l Roadways 3,540 S.Y. 20.00 70,8
Curbs 3,400 L.F. 8.25 28,01
Concrete Walk 7,700 S.F. 2.7% 21,2(
Reinforced Concrete 300 C.Y. 300.00 90,0(
l Handrail 1,250 L.F. 12.00 15,0(
Lignting-includes lighting standards,
cable & all other necessary equip- Lump
I ment in place SUM 12,0(
Topsoil 500 C.Y. 10.00 5,0C
Seeding & Muiching includes
l fertilizer 5,300 S.Y. i.50 7,98
Landscaping LUMP
SuM 8,0C
Subtotal $1,646,9¢5
I Utilities
Storm Sewer 900 L.F. 30.00 27,00
I Storm Manholes 2 EACH 1,000.00 2,00
Catch Basins 5 EACH 800.00 4.00
Sanitary Sewer 900 L.F. 25.00 22,50
I Sanitary Manholes 2 EACH 1,000.00 2,00
Pump Station LUMP
' SUM 10,00
Waterline 1,350 L.F. 35.00 47,30
l Fire Hydrants 3 EACH 1,500.00 4,501
Subtotal 179,30
Buildings
I Restaurant/Boat Store 3,750 S.F. 100.00 375,00
Shower/Rest Rooms 1,750 S.F. 100.00 175,00¢
Marine Service Station LUmMP
I SUM $ 15,000
Subtotal $565,000
I Aids to Navigation 3 EACH 15,000.00 45,000
l TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1979 $6,565,350
: TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1982
I % 10% INFLATION $8,740,000
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COST ESTIMATE

|
i
i
o 1
1

LAKE SHORE PARK MARINA
ALTERNATE 2

ESTIMATED UNIT ESTIMA
[TEMS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE __PRICE
Breakwaters I
Mobilization & Demobilization LuMp
SUM $ 50 OOI
Armor Stone
6-14 TONS 45,100 TON 3 30.00 1,353,000
2- 4 TONS 6,700 TON 32.00 214,40
7- 2 TONS 7,350 TON 32.00 235,20
Underlayer Stone
700-2900# 11,200 TON 27.50 308,00
190- 775# 1,920 TOM 29.00 55,70
100- 40C# 2,250 TON 29.00 65,300
Bedding Stone
2-145# 17,000 TON 21.00 357,00
- 40# 4,240 TON 21.00 89,00
- 20% 4,970 TON 22.00 109,300
SUBTQTAL $2,836,90
Harbor
Mobilization & Demobilization LUMP (!
SUM 50,00
Rock Excavation 20,300 C.Y. 25.00 507,503
Dredging 9,780 C.Y. 8.00 78,20
Floating Daocks-including water,
electric & lignting PER ol
422 BOAT 1,750.00 738,50

$1,374,200

~A



ITEMS

Parking Lot
Steel Bulkhead

Embankment

Asphalt Pavement
Parking Lot
Roadways

Curbs

Concrete Walk

Reinforced Concrete

Handrail

ment in place

Topsoil

Seeding & Mulching includes
fertilizer

Landscaping

SUBTOTAL
IU-tﬂities

Storm Sewer
Storm Manholes
I Catch Basins
Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Manholes
l Pump Station

Waterline
I Fire Hydrants
' SUBTOTAL
Buildings

l Restaurant/Boat Store
Shower/Rest Rooms

Marine Service Station
lAids to havigation

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1979
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1982

@ 10% INFLATION

Excavation not including embankment

Lignting-includes lighting standards,
cable & all other necessary equip-

‘ : ALTERNATE 2 (CONTINUED)

ESTIMATED
QUANTITY

1,640
3,000
85,700

13,500
3,440
2,900
4,630

450
800

500

7,090

740

1,020

1,050

1,500
1,700

UNIT

oo
< < T

T OoOWmrrrL»mwm
< T < <

LUMP
SUM
C.Y.

S.Y.
LUMP
SUM

L.F.
EACH
EACH
EACH
LUMP
SUM

EACH

S.F.
S.F.
LUMP
SUM

EACH

UNIT

PRICE

300.

13.
20.

300.
12.

10.

30.
1,000.
800.
25.
1,000.

35
1,500

100.
100.

15,000.

00

1.50

.00
.00

00
00

ou

ESTIMATED
PRICE

$ 492,000
18,000
600,000

182,000
68,800
23,900
12,700

135,000
9,600

14,000
5,000

10,600

7,000
$1,578,600

22,200
2,000
4,000

25,500
1,000

10,000
36,800
4,500

§ 106,000

150,000
170,000

§ 15,000

$ 335,000

$ 15,000

$ 6,245,70C

$ 8,310,00C



ITEMS
3reakwaters
Mobilization & Demobilization

Armor Stone
6-14 TONS
2- 4 TONS
1- 2 TONS
Underlayer Stone
700-2900#
190- 775#
100- 400#
Bedding Stone
2-145#
- 40%
- 20#

SUBTOTAL
Harbor

Mobilization & Demobilization

Rock Excavation
Oredaging

COST ESTIMATE

FOR

LAKE SHORE PARK MARINA

ALTERNATE 3

ESTIMATED
QUANTITY

37,300

8,040
6,720

9,290
2,300
2,060

14,100
5,090
4,540

10,200
7,920

Floating Docks-including water,

electric & lighting

SUBTQOTAL

408

66

UNIT
UNIT PRICE
LUMP
SUM
TON 30.00
TON 32.00
TON 32.00
TON 27.50
TON 29.00
TON 29.00
TON 21.00
TON 21.00
TON 22.00
LUMP
SUM
C.Y 25.00
c.Y 8.00
PER
BOAT 1,750.00

ESTIMARRC
PRIC

S SD,Oji

1,119,0
257,000
215,0
255,000
66,7
89,7
296,000

107,00
99,90

sz,szs,soi
0,00

255,000
53,40'

714,00’
$1,082,40



[TEMS

Parking Lot

Steel Bulkhead
Excavation not including embankment
Embankment
Aspnalt Pavement
Parking Lot
Roadways
Curbs
Concrete Walk
Reinforced Concrete
Handrail
Lignting-includes lighting standards,
cable & all other necessary equip-
ment in place
Topsoil
Seeding & Mulching includes
fertilizer
Landscaping

SUBTOTAL

Utilities

Storm Sewer
Storm Manholes
Catch Basins
Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Manholes
Pump Station

Waterline
Fire Hydrants

SUBTOTAL

Buildinas

Restaurant/Boat Store
Shower/Rest Rooms
Marine Service Station

Aids to havigation
TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1979

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1982
@ 10% INFLATION

A7

ALTERNATE 3 (CONTINUED)

ESTIMATED

QUANTITY

1,940
3,000
104,000

14,300
8,260
4,520
7,400

300
1,050

500

6,260

1,250
2

930

1,310

3,750
1,750

OO
<<

rOoOwnr-ruvun
m~<mm=< =<

LUMP
SUM
C.Y.

S.Y.
LUMP
SUM

L.F.
EACH
EACH
EACH
LUMP
SUM

EACH

S.F.
S.F.
LUMP
SuM

EACH

30.
1,000.
800.
1,000.

35.
1,500,

100.
100.

15,000.

.00
.50

00

ESTIMATEL
PRICE

582,000
18,000
728,000

193,000
165,000
37,300
20,400
90,000
12,600

14,000
5,000

9,400

10,000
371,884,700

37,500
2,000
5,600

23,300
2,000

10,000
45,900
4,500
§ 130,800

375,000
175,060

§ 15,000
565,000
45,000

$6,233,200

$8,300.000



COST ESTIMATE

FOR
LAKE SHORE PARK MARINA

ALTERNATE 4

ESTIMATED UNIT ESTIM/lED
[ TEMS QUANTITY UNIT PRICE PRICE
Breakwaters I
Mobilization & Demobilization LUMP
SUM S S0,0lJ
Armor Stone ) :
6-14 TONS 27,600 TON 3 30.00 828,000
2- 4 TONS 9,370 TON 32.00 300,0
1- 2 TONS 10,400 TON 32.00 333,0
Underiayer Stone
700-2900# 6,870 TON 27.50 189,0
190- 775# 2,690 TON 29.00 78,0
100- 400# 3,190 TON 29.00 92,5
Bedding Stone
2-145% 10,400 TON 21.00 218,0
- 40# 5,930 TON 21.00 125,0
- 20# ' 7,030 TON 22.00 155,000
SUBTOTAL $2,368 ,5('
Harbor
Mobilization & Demobilization LUMP Cl
SUM 20,0
Rock Excavation 8,980 C.Y. 25.00 225,0
Dredging 9,930 C.Y. 8.00 79,4
Floating Docks-including water,
electric & Tighting PER
422 BOAT 1,750.00 738,59'
$1,092,80

Ny W BB O
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ALTERNATE 4 (CONTINUED)

[TEMS

Parking Lot

Steel Bulkhead

Excavation not including embankment

Embankment

Asphalt Pavement

Parking Lot
Roadways

Curbs

Concrete Walk

Reinforced Concrete

Handrai)

Lignting-includes lighting standards,
cabie & all other necessary equip-
ment in pjace

Topsoil

Seeding & Mulching includes
fertilizer

Landscaping

SUBTOTAL

Utilities

Storm Sewer
Storm Manholes
Catch Basins
Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Manholes
Pump Station

Waterline
Fire Hydrants

Buildings

Restaurant/Boat Store
Shower/Rest Rooms
Marine Service Station

SUBTOTAL

Aids to havigation

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1979

TOTAL ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION PRICE 1982
10% INFLATION

ESTIMATED

QUANTITY

1,755
3,000
95,100

13,700
9,680
4,770
5,100

300
910

350

4,000

1,030

1,210

1,200

1,500
1,700

UNIT

oo
~< < N

FoOuVEwvmn
m=<Tm< =<

LUMP
SUM
c.y.

S.Y.
LUMP
SUM

- L.F.

EACH
EACH
L.F.
EACH
LUMP
SUM

L.F.
EACH

S.F.
S.F.
LUMP
SUM

EACH

30.
1,000.
800.
25.
1.,000.

35.
1,500.

100.
.00

15,000.

.00
1.50

00

00

ESTIMATE
PRICE

3

§ 527,00
18,001
666,00

185,001
194,00
39,40
14,00(
90,00(
10,90(

14,00(
3,50¢

6,00C

8,00C
$1,775,80C

30,900
2,000
6,400

30,300
2,000

10,000
42,000
4,500

28,100

150,000
170,000

$ 15,000
$ 335,000

15,000
$5,715,000

$7,610,000



BUDGET ESTIMATE

Budret estimates are calculated using the equation:
Budget estimate = E(1.00 + C)(1.00 + F)

E is the engineering estimate which are contalned in the previous section
of this report. C is the contingency factor which is taken as 10%. F is the
cost rise factor. This factor is taken as 15% anticipating a one and one-half
year time lapse from submittal of the PER to acceptance of construction bids.

Budget Estimate

Alternate 1 $8,305,200
Alternate 2 $7,500,500
Altermate 3 $7,5885,000
Alternate 4 $7,229,500

DESIGN AND ENGINEERING SERVICES

The design and engineering fees are calculated in accordance with the Guide-
lines for Professional Services of the National Soclety of Professional Engineers
(NSPE). Marina projects are included in Schedule 2. The cost calculated for
the recommended alternate Number 3 is $389,000. This includes supplementary
services such as survey work and additional soils work needed for final desipn.
See the Financial Peasibility nortion of the report for a summation of the

total project cost for Alternate 3.
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APPENDIX A

 FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY STUDY



ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT

Market Areas

The first step in trying to determine how much of a demand there would
be for a small boat marina in Ashtabula is to define the areas from which
boaters would be attracted to the facllity. These areas are referred to as
the potentlal market areas. Several factors have to be considered in de-
1imiting the market area, a few of them being: travel time and highway access;
similar facilities and their locations; the type of boater to be served, and
30 on.

As was stated earlier, highway access is excellent for the proposed
site. There is a direct limited-access freeway, State Route 11, linking
Ashtabula to Interstate 90. S.R. 11 contimues south through the Youngstown-
viarren area in Chio (pop. 208,000), providing a direct freeway route to the
city of Ashtabula. Other U.S. and state highways feed into both freeways
creating an effectlive highway network to the proposed site.

One of the primary consideratlons in defining the market areas 1s travel
time, that is, how much time would a person be willing to spend driving to
where his boat 1s docked. Lake Erie offers opportunities for a wide and
attractive variety of recreation. Boating on the lake is different from
boating on a small inland lake. The largest inland lake in the area,
“ymatuning Reservoir, has a horsepower limit on motors effectively limiting
the size of boats using it and the types of uses. Other lakes in the area
are considerably smaller and again this limits the available uses. Larger
power boats and sallboats are attracted to Lake Erie where the boater can
spend an afternoon or a weekend crulsing or visiting other varts on the Lake
including Canadian ones. The above reasons provide additional incentives in

acceoting longer travel time to z marina on Lake Frie. Ceople of Northeast



Ohio are willing to travel an hour or more to attend svorting events such as
. a professional football game in Cleveland which lasts only a few hours. Other
attractions such as Cedar Point Amusement Park near Sandusky in western Ohlo
or Sea World in Aurora, Chio, draw people from the market areas and represent
an hour or more of travel time. Boaters would be willing to spend one hour
-travelling to the marina to spend one or several days on their boats.

With regard to similar facilities within a reasonable distance from the
project site there are three Ohlo counties: Cuyahoga, Lake and Ashtabula and
one Pennsylvania county, Erle, that border on Lake Erle. Ashtabula County
has the least existing dock spaces of these. People living south of these
counties must use the facilities located in the above mentioned counties to
boat on Lake Erle. A large portion of the existing marinas are in poor condi-
tion and do not offer all the facilities planned for the Lake Shore Park
Marina.

All of the above factors are considered in delimiting the primary market
area. The primary market area 1s that area for which there is a high proba-
bility of attracting boaters to use the marina. An one-hour travel time is
used as a reasonable 1limit for this area. The following countles will define
the primary market area: Ashtabula, lake, Geauga and Trumbull Counties in
Ohio and the western half of Crawford County in Permnsylvania. 2Ashtabula and
Lake Countles are included for obvious reasons. People in lLake County can use
U.S. Route 20 or I-9C to get to the marina where there is less boating traffic.
Geauga County 1s inland south of Lake County and has only a few smaller lakes
available for boating. There are a number of state highways that run north to
Interstate 90 providing easy access. Trumbull County 1s inland south of Ashtabula
County. Direct highway access is available via S.R. 11. One larger inland lake,

Mosquito Creek Reservolr, with a small number of dock spaces, 1s located there.



Although Erte County, Pennsylvania borders Ashtabula County on the east, it
isn't included in the primary market area because of the great mumber of ex-
isting slips there. A person living in the western portion of Crawford County,
Pennsylvania is approximately the same distance from Ashtabula as from Erie,
Pennsylvania. A good portion of the users would prefer to berth their boats
where there wouldn't be as much marine traffic as in the Erie area. For

these reasons, the western half of Crawford County is included in tge primary
market area.

It is also necessary to delimit the total market area. The total market
area is that area for which there 1s reasonable probabllity of attracting
boaters to use the marina. The primary market area is a part of the total mar-
ket area. Travel time of two hours is one of the criteria considered. The
desire to get away from mdre crowded areas and clusters of marinas can be
factors. More iImportantly the limited availability and the lesser quality
of closer facilities will result in accepting longer travel times. The follow-
ing Ohio counties composé a portion of the total market area: Ashtabula, lake,
the eastern half of Cuyahoga, eauga, Portage, Trumbull and Mahoning Countiles.,
The reascn for including only the eastern half of Cuyahoga County is the avail-
ability of similar marina facilities approximately the same distance west of
Cleveland, Chio. People would rather not drive through large metropolitan
areas if they have the choice. The other counties included in addition to those
in the primary market are located inland and have mostly small lakes with
limited boating. The remainder of the total market area consists of the three
Pennsylvania counties bordering Northeast Ohio: Erie, Crawford and Mercer

Counties. Reasons were stated for not including Erie County in the primary
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market, but it must be considered part of the total market due to its proxi-
rity to the proposed site. Crawford and Mercer Counties are inland and have
good highway access to Ashtabula within the Suggested travel time, so they are
included. See figure A-1 for a map showing the market areas.

Population )

nce the market areas are defined it is necessary to look at these areas
from a number of different considerations. One of the flrst things to consi-
der 1s the gross populatlion of the area. Is it growing or declining? An in-
creasing population represents increasing numbers of potential users. Census
data for the population of the primary and the total market areas in 1960,
1970, 1975 and estimated for 1979 is presented in Table A-l. It 1s noted
that two-thirds of the population total for Crawford County 1is included in
the primary market whereas, geographically, the western half of the county was
used. The reason for this 1is that the major portion of the county's population
is concentrated around the city of Meadville which is in the western half of
the county.

The dramatic population growth experienced in the 60's has slowed. The
primary market totals represent a 3.9% increase from 1975 to 1979. This moder-
ate growth rate can reasonably be expected to continue and possibly increase
as urban growth expands further into the area. The population of the total
market area has declined 0.5% from 1975 to 1979. This is g sign that the area
is baslcally stable at this time. The largest population loss is due to out-
migration from the city of Clevelard in Cuyahoga County. Muich of the increases
experienced in Geauga,lake and Ashtabula Counties can be attributed to the
movement fram the city to the suburbs. The population grew in a majority of the

counties in the market area.
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TABLE A-1

PRIMARY MARKET AREA POPULATION

COUNTY 1979 (1) 1975 (2) 1970 (2) 1960 (3)
ASHTABULA 104,800 101,940 98,237 93,067
GEAUGA 74,000 68,144 62,977 47,573
LAKE 214,700 206,881 197,200 148,700
TRUMBULL 251,500 201,219 232,579 208,526
CRAWFORD, PA. 56,700 56,905 54,228 51,971
(2/3 Total) '
TOTAL 701,700 675,089 6U5,221 549,837
TOTAL MARKET AREA POPULATTON
COUNTY 1979 (1) 1975 (2) 1970 (2) 1960 (3)
ASHTABULA 104,800 101,940 98,237 93,067
CUYAHOGA (1/2) 765,700 796,307 860,418 823,948
GEAUGA 74,000 68,144 62,977 47,573
LAKE 214,700 206,881 197,200 148,700
MAHONING 295,600 307,339 304,545 300,480
PORTAGE 134,300 132,257 125,868 91,798
TRUMBULL 251,500 241,219 232,579 208,526
CRAWFORD 85,100 85,357 81,342 77,956
ERIE 268,300 273,396 263,654 250,682
MERCER 126,400 127,711 127,225 127,519
2,320,400 2,340,581 2,354,045 2,170,249

Sources: 1.

1980 Survey of Buying Power
Sales and Marketing Management, July 28, 1980

County and City Data Book, 1977
A Statistical Abstract Supplement Bureau of
the Census, U.S. Dept. of Commerce

Feasibility Survey Report (Technical and Economic)

of Proposed Recreational Marina, Ashtabula, Ohlo;

Rosenstock-Holland-Assoclates for Area Redevelopment Ad-

ministration, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1965
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A more representative basis for Indicating potential demand is the mumber
of households. A household, te it a family or a single person, is a more
likely unit to represent a potential boat owner. Total numbers of house-
holds in 1970 and 1979 for both the primary and the total market areas are
given in Table A-2. Increases of 37% and 30%, respectively, are signifi-
cant. Theylindicate appreciable growth in potential boat buyers and conse-
quently, marina users. Tables A-3 and A-4 contain information concern-
ing the econamic status of households in the market areas. Table A-3 glves
the median household incomes for 1960, 1969 and 1979. One of the mest signi-
ficant aspects of this data is that the majority of the countles have conslstent-
ly been above the state median income level. This would indicate a better
than average econanic situation. The median incomes in the Pennsylvania counties
included in the market area are below the state medlan. Major urban centers
such as Philadelphia and Pittsburgh raise the state median income. Without a
large city in this area, this portion of the state could be expected to be below
the state ievel. Table A~4 shows Information concerning income levels of
households in 1970 and 1979. Sharp Increases in the number of households in
the $15,000 - $24,999 and over $25,000 categories are noted. A major portion
of this growth in income has been consumed by inflation, but some growth in
real incame must also have occurred. This growth in income represents additional

disposable income that can be used on leisure time items such as boats.

Business and Industry

£ large portlon of the total market area has been rural in land use. With
urban sprawl continuing, this is changing somewhat. Lake and Geauga Countles

are greatly built up compared to ten years ago. Ashtabula County is also beginning



TABLE A-2
HOUSEFHOLDS IN PRIMARY MARKET AREA

% CHANGE
COUNTY 1979 (1) 1970 (2) 1960 ~ 1970 (3)
ASHTARULA 35,500 25,000 10.2
GEAUGA 22,400 15,400 35.2
LAKE 67,800 49,800 37.5
TRUMBULL 79,800 59,900 17.3
CRAWFORD, PA. 19,500 13,900 9.2 (4)
(2/3 Total) ]
225,000 164,000
HOUSEHOLDS IN TOTAL MARKET AREA
’ % CHANGE
COUNTY 1979 (1) 1970 (2) 1960 -~ 1970 (3)
ASHTABULA 35,500 25,000 10.2
CUYAHOGA (1/2) 279,600 219,900 11.5
GEAUGA 22,400 15,400 35.2
LAKE 67,800 ' 49,800 37.5
MAHONING 98,200 78,200 8.2
PCRTAGE 28,100 28,300 39.4
TRUMBULL 79,800 59,900 17.3
CRAWFORD, PA. 29,200 20,900 9.2 (4)
ERIE, PA. 89,200 65,000 8.8 (4)
MERCER, PA. 41,900 32,200 5.5 (4)
771,700 594,600

Sources: 1.

1980 Survey of Buying Power, Sales and Marketing
Management July 28, 1980

' County and City Data Book 1977, A Statistical Abstract

Supplement, Bureau of the Census U.S. Dept. of Commerce

1970, General Population Characteristies: Ohio Bureau of
the Census U.S. Dept. of Commerce

1970, General Population Characteristies: Pennsylvania

Bureau of the Census U.S. Dept. of Commerce



TABLE A-3
INCOVE

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

MEDIAN HCUSEHCLD MEDIAN FAMILY MEDIAN FAMILY
COUNTY EBI 1979 (1) INCOME 1969 (2) INCOME 1960
ASHTABULA 17,906 9,889 5,651
CUYAHOGA 20,824 11,299 6,943
GEAUGA 23,158 12,411 6,916
LAKE 24,974 11,964 7,146
MAHONING 19,414 10,095 6,076
PORTAGE 19,525 10,989
TRUMBULL 22,113 10,777 6,391
CRAWFORD 14,605 8,658 5,110
ERIE 17,744 9,362 5,617
MERCER 16,957 9,286 5,872
OHIO 19,274 10,309 6,171
PENNSYLVANTA 18,265 9,554 5,719
Sources: 1. 1980 Survey of Buylng Power Sales & Marketing Management,
July 28, 1980
2. County and City Data Book 1977, A Statistical Abstract
Supplement, Bureau of the Census U.S. Dept. of Commerce
3. Feasibility Survey Report (Technical and Economic) of

Note: EBI 1s effective buying lncome.

Proposed Recreational Marina Ashtabula, Chio, Rosenstock-
Holland-Assoclates for Area Redevelopment Administration,
U.S. Dept. of Cammerce 1965

This is personal income including

wages, interest, etec., minus taxes, Social Security payments and so

on.



TARLE A-4

HOUSEHOLDS WITH VARIOUS INCOMES

1970 (1) l
12,000 - 15,000 - 25,000 - 50,000 25,000 I
COUNTY 14,999 24,999 49,999 CR MORE OR MORE
ASHTABULA 3,818 3,580 643 98 741 I
GEAUGA 2,767 h,185 994 127 1,121
LAKE 10,820 11,822 1,826 276 2,102
TRUMBULL 10,652 11,319 1,817 384 2,201 '
CRAWFORD (2/3) _1,884 1,403 203 25y -2hy
TOTAL PRIMARY 29,941 32,309 5,483 926 6,409
MARKET I
CUYAHOGA (1/2) 37,222 47,489 11,590 2,935 14,525
MAHONTNG 11,920 12,569 2,286 155 20741 I
PORTAGE 5,230 5,383 1,157 159 1,316
CRAWFORD (1/3) 922 701 101 21 122
ERIE 8,754 8,066 1,734 341 2,075 I
MERCER 4 ,110 3,781 704 50 754
TOTAL OTHERS 68,158 77,989 17,572 3,961 21,533 '
TOTAL MARKET 98,099 110,298 23,055 4 887 27,042
AREA I
1979-EFFECTIVE BUYING INCQOME
10,000 - 15,000 - 25,000 Note: Effective buying incame is I
COUNTY 14,999 2l ,999 & OVER personzl income including wages,
interest, etc. minus taxes, Scecial
ASHTABULA 5,110 13,280 8,340 Security payments and so on. l
GEAUGA 2,200 7,350 9,770
LAKE 4,880 21,700 33,800 Sources: 1) 1970 General Popula-
TRUMBULL 7,740 27,100 31,800 tion Characteristics:Ohio and 1970
CRAWFORD (2/3) 3,970 6,600 2,800 General Population Characteristics:
Pennsylvania Bureau of the Census
TOTAL PRIMARY 23,900 76,030 86,510 U.S. Dept. of Camerce
MARKET l
2) 1980 Survey of Buying Power Sales
CUYAHOGA (1/2) 31,900 84,400 103,000 & Marketing Managemerit July 28, 19?
MAHONING 11,100 35,900 29,600
PORTAGE 3,770 10,600 8,400
CRAWFORD (1/3) 1,990 3,300 1,400
FRIE 13,600 32,500 21,800 l
MERCER 6,370 16,800 8,000
TOTAL-OTHER 68,730 183,500 172,200
COUNTIES l
TOTAL~TOTAL 92,630 259,530 258,710



to feel the effects. Perscnal observations in Trumbull County are that there
i1s an increase in housing, retail businesses and light industry/warehousing
operations such as are attracted to industrial parks. Similar tyves of
Industries are indicated to be growing in Ashtabula County, also. Table £-§
contains information concerning retall sales in the market area. Percentage
growth figures for the perlods 1967 to 1972 and 1972 to 1979 as well as

total sales figures for 1972 and 1979 are given. A“gain, a large portion of
these increases represent Inflation in the price of goods. Dramatic increases
such as the 220% increase in Geauga County and the 110% increase in Lake
County must represent real growth in sales and business accompanying the
population growth there.

One occurrence that will have a major economic impact on this area and
especially the primary market area is the constructlon of a new steel mill in
Conneaut, OChio. The United States Steel Corporation has applied for and has
been granted a permit by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to build this new
mill. A number of studies have been done to analyze the impacts the mill
will have on the area and to suggest plans to accamodate and shape the
accampanying growth. One study done by the Ashtabula County Planning Commission

is entitled Alternative Futures for Ashtabula County.l Tncluded in this report

are population, business and employment projectlions for various alternate plans
including the '"no build" situation. The important fact to be gleaned fram the
report 1s that economic growth is forecast for the county even without the new
mill., Of course, growth would be still greater if the mill is built. Another
study prepared by the Office of State Planning and Development of the Common-

wealth of Permsylvania is entitled Northwest Area Profile, A Basellne for the

Future.© This report deals with Erie and Crawford Counties. fgain, rrowth is

1. ?Mlternative Futures for Ashtabula County, A Study of U.S. Steel Impact
Scenarios, Ashtabula County Planning Commission, Jefferson, Chio, Oct., 1978

2. Northwest Area Profile, £ Baseline for the Future, Office of State Planning
and Development Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. :

Q1



TABLE A-5 II

RETATL SALES

% CHANGE TOTAL TOTAL % CHANGE
.COUNTY 1967-1972 (1) 1972 ($1,000)(1) 1979 ($1,000)(2) 1972-197
ASHTABULA 431.0 197,232 315,560 60.0
CUYAHOGA 28.3 3,787,391 6,614,342 T4.6
GEAUGA 55.7 76,810 247,728 222.
LAKE 67.5 460,264 982,997 113.6
MAHONING 40,1 650,602 1,130,101 73.7
PORTAGE 64,7 214,572 710,591 231
TRUMBULL 58.6 507,536 1,014,286 99.8
CRAWFORD 37.2 168,526 298,927 77.4
ERIE 52.6 600,836 1,029,817 71.4
MERCER 42.7 265,872 487,521 83.4

Sources: 1. County and City Data Book 1977, A Statistical Abstract
Supplement, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Dept. of Comerce

2. 1980 Survey of Bu Power, Sales & Marketing Management,
ﬁﬁyzgfﬁﬁd"lgg‘“ '
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projected in population, personal income, industry and employment. This is
significant since the population has been declining in these counties in
recent years, so there is reason to believe this trend will soon be reversed.
Growth in population and growth in 5usiness and industry are desirable
in a potential market area. It has been demonstrated that both types of
growth have been experienced in the marina market areas and are exoected to

contimue in the future.

83



COMPETITIVE ENVIRONMENT

As was mentioned earlier, one must consider similar facilities and their
locations in proposing a project such as a marina. Factors that can come in-
to play in addition to location are avallability, quality of the facilities,
i.e. how well a marina is maintained, and the kind of facilities offered
in the marina such as water, electricity, gasoline and so on.

In reference to the boating industry itself, sales of boats, motors,
and accessories rose 5.7% to $3.63 billion in 19793. The boating industry
1s cyelice, being quickly affected by the general econamic atmosphere. Since
a boat or motor are convenience types of items, people will forego major
purchases 1n tight money times. Rising fuel prices have dampened enthu-
siasm for large outboard motors. Once people feel secure and reassured that
fuel will be available and fuel prices have leveled off, they will be less
hesitant about powerboats in general. These are probably part of the reason
for the 2% decline in boat registrations in Chio from 1977 to 1979. It is
anticipated that the number of boaters will start to grow again in both Ohio
and Pennsylvénia with the increasing mmber of households. It should be noted
that sailboat sales have been increasing in recent years. This trend can be

expected to contimue with the increasing concern for saving energy and saving
money on fuel costs. This would tend to attract more people to Lake Erie since
i1t is the major area for sailing activity in the market area.

The existing mumber of slips available and their geographic distribution
are important considerations. Following is a listing of the marinas on Lake
Frie within the total market area, see Table A-6. The name of each facility
and the mumber of slips in it are listed and totals are computed for the
four counties inecluded. Those totals are: 773 for Ashtabula County, 1,847
for Lake County, 1,633 in the eastern half of

3 Leisure Time Basie Analvsis, Standard & Poor's Industry Surveys
August 10, 1980 (Section 2)
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TABLE A-6

COMPETTTIVE MARINAS - 1979

ASHTABULA COUNTY

NAME
City of Conneaut
Conneaut Boat Club
Snug Harbor Marina
Sutherland Marina
Ashtabula Yacht Club, Inc.
Jack's Marine .
Riverside Yacht Club, Inc.
Redbrook Boat Club
Brockway Marine

N Total

LAKE CCUNTY
NAME

Encounter Yacht Sailing Center
wWinfield Marine

Douglass & McCleod
Rutherfords Landing

Grand River Yacht Club
Fairport Yacht Club

Grand Harbor Hacht Szales
Western Reserve Yacht Club
Mentor's Lagoon Marina
Mentor Harbor Yacht Club
Chagrin. Harbor Beach Marina
Chagrin Lagoons Yacht Club
West Channel Yacht Club
Hi-Skipper Marina

Lake Shore Marina

Chaprin River Yacht Club
Bolten Marine Sales, Inc.
M-K

‘Total

# TInformation not avallable.
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NUMBER CF
SLIPS

150
58
20
25

110

200
30

150

30

773

NUMBER OF
SLIPS

30
15
20
50

135
132

650
160
23
150
70
80
85

165

1,847



TABLE A-6 (Contirued)
COMPETITIVE MARINAS - 1979

CUYAHOGA COUNTY (EASTERN HALF)

NUMBER OF
NAME SLIPS
Wildwood Yacht Club, Inc. 60
Northeast Yacht Club 180
East 55th Street Marina 292
Gordon Shore Boat Club *

- PForest City Yacht Club 135
Lakeside Yacht Club 200
Fdgewater Park Marina 306
Edgewater Yacht Club 375
Cuyahoga Boat & Engine Co., Inc. 85

Total 1,633

ERTE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
NAME NUMBER OF

SLIPS

Freeport Yacht Club —
Presque Isle Lagoon Boat Livery 55
Bayshore Marine 13
Iund Boat Works, Ine. -—
R.D. MeAllister & Son, Ltd. 95
Brockway Marine Erie, Inc. 75
East & West Canal Basin 33
Gem City Marina 35
Sailyard 24
Presque Isle Yacht Club 89
Frie Marine 46
Chestrut Street Marina 62
Polish Yacht Club *
Commodore Perry Yacht Club 78
Presque Isle State Park 498
Furneliff Beach Association 6
Erie Yacht Club 360
Scrmerheim Moorings —
Walrut Creek 75
Total 1,544

* Information not available.

Source: Boating Facilities Inventory for Lakes Erie and Ontario and

Connecting Waterways, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, cuffalo
District, Buffalo, H.Y. 14207, December 18, 1979.
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Cuyahoga County and 1,544 in Erie County, Pernsylvania. It can be seen that
Ashtabula County has the fewest existing spaces of the four. Its shoreline
is comparable iIn length to that of Lake and Erie Countles so the boating
density must be lower also. Thls is an attractive feature to users. Pather
than add more spaces where it is already quite crowded, it is reasonable to
build in an area where there are fewer slips at present. Since the_accessi-
uility 1s comparable to the other marinas, the proposed marina will compete
easily.

Slip availability is a major concern in this area. 2 report, A Study

of Lake Erie Marine Recreation in Ohiou, was prepared for the Lake Erle Marine

Trades Association in 1977. 'This report (hereafter referred to as the "LEMTA
report”) surveyed the marinas, collecting information on the mmber and size of
slips, occupancy and other facilities offered. ne of their findings‘was
that, in general, over 95% of all the slips available were rented for the
entire season. For the three Ohio counties within the market area, the occu-
pancy rate for various size classifications was essentlally 100% except for
the 30'-40' class in Lake County, which was 63% occupied. This report also
mentioned many marina operators stating that they had long waiting lists for
dock spaces and were renting spaces normally reserved for repairs or other
uses for the season. In conversations with local Ashtabula marina owners and
boat dealers, Don Sutherland of Sutherland Marine and Grant Brockway of
Brockway Marine, both gentlemen stated that there were one~year or longer
waiting 1ists at all the local marinas confirming the above report's findings.
Mr. Brockway runs a 25 slip marina in Ashtabula in conjunction with his boat
dealership. He stated that a major obstacle to purchasing a boat often 1s

the lack of a place to dock it. Despite the fact that both gentlemen are

4 A Study of Lake Frie Marine Recreation in Chio Natural Resources, Chio
Agricultural Research and Development Center & School of Natural Resources,
Ohio State University for Lake Erie Marine Trades Association, 1977




involved in dock rentals themselves, they stated that there definitely is a

need for additicnal dockspace in the Ashtabula area.

The other factor mentioned was the quality and types of facilities offered

by marinas. Some of the existing facilities in the market area are slightly
run down and don't offer one or the cther convenience such as water for each
berth or having a gasoline pump in the marina. One of the reasons for inclu-
ding all the modern facilities associated with marinas is to make this marina
as attractive and convenient as possible.

it the present time, a 360-slip marina is planned for Geneva State Park
in Geneva-on-~the-Lake, Chio. Geneva-on-the-Lake is approximately 12 miles
west of Ashtabula Harbor near the border between Ashtabula and Lake Countiles.
This marina is a Joint effort by the OChio Department of Natural Resources and
the Buffalo Distriet of the U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers. The project is
presently progressing to the final design stage. This future facility will

be taken into account in the demand analysis.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

wWith all of the previous discussion as background, a method will be for-
rulated to determine how much of a demand there 1s for dock spaces and corre-
spondingly, is it possible to attract enough boaters to i1l the marina in
Ashtabula,

A rmumber of studies have been done, all of which forecast the need for
additional slips in the Ashtabula area. The number of slips at present do not

meet these demand forecasts. One of these studies, Feasibility Survey Report

Technical and Economic) of Proposed Recreational Marina Ashtabula, Ohio5, done

5 Peasibility Survey Report (Technical and Econamic) of Proncsed Marina
Asntabula, OChio Rosenstock-Holland-Associates for Area Redevelopment
Administration, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, 1965.
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in 1965, nredicted a large demand for dock spaces - 2,44l needed by 1967 in
Ashtabula County. (There were 300 dock spaces at this time)., The population
of the area was growing rapidly at that time and formed part of the basis for
the large demand forecast. The report for the proposed marina at Gereva—cn-
the-Lake® (hereafter referred to as the Geneva report) contained a demand
analysis. "This analysis concluded that only 490 additional slips would be
needed in Ashtatula County in 1990. Although the volumes of demand differ
considerably, they both forecast the need for additional spaces.

2 good place to start in trylng to look at the present demand 1s to see

what has happened in the past. The Rosenstock-Holland Feasibility Study5
stated that there were 300 permanent dock spaces avallable in Ashtabula County

in 1965. As was listed previously (Table A-6 ), there are 770 spaces in 1979
with essentially 100% occupancy. This represents a 260% growth over lb\years
in available slips with no problems in vacancies. The 770 present spaces 1s
far short of the 2,444 slivp demand predicted for 1967. Similarly in Lake
County, there were 1,235 berths in 1965. The 1979 total is 1,850 with no
information from a couple marinas. Thils represents at least 1507 growth.

It can be seen that the two Lake Erie counties in the primary market area

have experilenced significant mrowth in marina facilitles and these facilities
are being fully utilized.

Due to the great variety of the tvoes of recreation and boating available,
there 1s considerable boater pressure along the Ohio shore of Lake Erile.
According to the LEMTA report, there was a total 18,500 dock spaces avail-
able on Lake Erie in Ohio in 1977. 70,200 boats listed Lake Erie as their
preferred waters in that year7. Thus, there were 3.79 boats per existing dock
6 Stage 2 Document for Reformulation Phase I General Design Memorandum Geneva-

on-the-Lake, Chio Small Boat Harbor U.S. Ammv Corps of Engineers, Buffalo
District, Ruffalo, :I.Y. April, 1980

7 Registration statistics Division of Watercraft, “hic Devartment of Natural Resocurces




space on Lake Frie. It is reasonable to assume that 40% of those preferring

Lake Erie would want a dock space if available.

40% of 70,200 = 28,000 want a slip

28,000 boats

1.52 boats/available slip

18,500 available slips
This results in about 1-1/2 boats per existing space. In other words, there
is a shortage.of slips along the Chio shore as a whole. |

It is useful to know what percentage of the registered boats prefer Lake
Erie in Ohio, This was calculated for a number of different years and re-
mained consistently at a little more than 26%. Although data isn't available
for the Pennsylvania countles, it 1is assumed that they are similar to the
Ohio counties in the market area since their geographical setting is similar.
Of course, it is reasonable to assume that the majority of the boaters pre-
ferring Lake Erie are located in the northern portion of the state. There-
fore, the percentage preferring the Lake In both the primary and total market
areas would be greater than 26% and, in fact, the percentage would get larger
the closer one got to the Lake.

For the sake of simplicity, the primary market area will be referred to
as Zone 1. The additional counties that make up the remainder of the total
market area i.e. the eastern half of Cuyahoga County, Portage and Mahoning
Countles in Chio and Erie, Mercer, and the eastern half of Crawford Counties
in Pernsylvania, will bte called Zone 2.

Demand From Zone 1

In calculating the demand, figures for sallboats and those for powerboats
shall be kept separate. The main reason for this is that Lake Erie is the
major source for sailing whereas vowerboats may more easily use other inland

lakes. Data for the number of sailboats and inboard and outboard powerboats
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TABLE A-7

1979 REGISTRATION TCTALS

ACCORDING TO BOAT TYPE

TOTAL
COUNTY OUTBOARD INBOARD POWERBOAT SATLBOAT
Ashtabula 1,768 333 2,101 137
Geauga 792 238 1,030 169
Lake 2,531 1,020 3,551 482
Trumbull 4,145 839 4,984 329
Crawford, Pa. (1) 2,082 147 2,229 - 18

(2/3 total)

Total in Zorne 1 11,318 2,577 13,895 1,135
Cuyzhoga (1/2) 5,041 2,663 7,704 1,251
Mahoning 3,268 825 4,993 291
Portage 2,081 421 2,502 230
Crawford (1/3) (1) 1,041 T4 1,115 g
Frie (1) 5,461 1,153 6,614 261
Mercer (1) 3,492 340 3,832 62

Total in Zone 2 20,384 5,476 25,860 2,104

Total in Total 31,702 8,053 39,755 3,239

Market Area '

Sources: Division of Watercraft, Chio Department of
Natural Resources

1. Boat Registration Division, Pennsylvania
Fish Commission
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TABLE A-8

BOAT REGISTRATIONS IN PRIMARY MARKET AREA

COUNTY 1973 1976
Ashtabula 2,652 2,842
Geauga 1,907 2,070
Lake ‘5,142 5,863
Trumbull 5,951 7,006
Crawford, Pa.

(2/3 total) 2,121(2) 2,394(2)

Total 17,773 20,175
BOAT REGISTRATIONS IN TOTAL MARKET AREA

COUNTY 1973 1976
Ashtabula 2,652 2,842
Cuyahoga (1/2) 11,494 12,759
Geauga 1,307 2,070
Lake 5,142 5,863
Mahoning 4,499 5,363
Portage 3,815 4,108
Trumbull 5,951 7,006
Crawford 3,182 (2) 3,591 (2)
Erie 6,356 (2) | 7,172 (2)
Mercer 3,604 (2) 4,067 (2)

Total 48,602 54,841
Sources: Division of Watercraft, Chio Department of

Natural Resources.

1. Boat Registration Division, Pemnsylvania
Fish Commission

2. Estimated from 1979 data

=2

1979
2,921
2,096
5,691
7,037
2,333(1)

20,078

3,963 (1)
53,441



in Zones 1 and 2 is given in Table A-7.

The first step is to designate the portion of the boats from Zone 1 that
would be attracted to Lake Erdie. The percentages to be used should be consi-
derably higher the 26% for the entire state due to the proximity to the Lake.
In the Geneva report it 1s assumed that 85% of the sailboats and 60% of thé
permanently docked and 54% of the trailered powerboats are attractec} to Lake |
Erie., 85% is used here for sailboats since they are strongly attracted to
the Lake. 54% 1s used in our case for powerboats since Zone 1 is larger when
campared to the primary market area used in the Geneva report.

Boats preferring Lake Erie

Sailboats .85 x 1,130 = 960
Powerboats .54 x 13,900 = 7,510
8,470

The next step 1s to calculate the number of the above boats which are larger
than 16 feet in length. This 1slused as a criteria for designating trailered
and permanently docked boats. Looking at Ohlo boat registration information,
about 33% of the sailboats and 42% of the powerboats are larger than 16 feet.
Since Zone 1 1s fairly close to the Lake, the percentage of large craft would
be higher. Zceordingly, it is assumed that 43% of the above sailboats and

55% of the powerboats are larger than 16 feet.

Boats preferring Lake Erie larger than 16'

Sailboats .43 x 960 = 410
Powerboats .55 x 7,510 = 4,130
4 540
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Finally it 1s necessary to designate how many of these larger boats
would want a permanent dock space. Considering the problems involved in
trailering and launching larger boats, it is assumed that 90% of the sail-
boats and 65% of the powerboats would want a dock space.

Boats wanting a dock space on Lake Erie
Satlboats .90 x H410= 370
Powerboats .65 x 4,130 = 2,680

3,050

There is demand for 3,050 permanent dock spaces generated by Zone 1.



Demand From Zone 2

The procedure followed for Zone 2 is similar to that for Zone 1. Pro-
portioning of boats is slightly different to reflect the fact that some of
the counties in Zone 2 are further from Lake Erie than those in Zone 1. It
should be remembered that the eastern half of Cuyzhog?2 County and Erdie County,
Pa., both bordering on Lake Erie, are included in this zone so this would keep
the percentages preferring the Lake higher than statewlde figures. Accordingly,

the percentages used for preferring the Lake are 75% for sailboats and 40% for

powerboats. :
Boats preferring Lake Erie

Sallboats J5 x 2,100 = 1,580
Powerboats .40 x 25,860 = 10,340
11,920

For the reasons stated above, the percentages of boats larger than 16 feet lie
between those for Zone 1 and the statewlide figures. Therefore the percentages

are lowered to 37% for sallboats and 45% for powerboats.

Boats preferring Lake Erie larger than 16'
failboats .37 x 1,580 = 580
Powerboats .45 x 10,340 = 4,650
5,230

Although these boaters are further from the marina and Lake Erie in general,
thls would work in favor of having a permanent slip rather than having to trailer
a boat. Someone who has a longer drive would probably orefer not having to haul
a large boat to the Lake each time he wanted to use it. For this reason, the

percentages used for permanent dock spaces are the same as those for Zone 1.

Boats wanting a dock space on lLake Frie

Sailboats .90 «x 580 = 520
Powerboats .65 x 4,650 = 3,020
3,540 -



There is demand for 3,540 permanent dock spaces on Lake Erie frem Zone 2.

Demand in Zone 1

In order to get a final demand total for the primary market area (Zore 1),
the above totals are further modified. This demand consists of the boaters
from within Zone 1 who want a slip in Zone 1 and those from Zone 2 who want
a slip in Zone 1. The two factors that are considered in making the modifi-
cations are travel time and dock availability. |

The New York State Parks and Recreation Department developed a travel
time versus percent participation curve for boating (Figure D1 in the Geneva
report). The values obtained from the curve are inereased for two reasons.
The first is that travel time has been partlally taken into account in the
assumptions made for the previous demand calculations. The second reason is
that this curve doesn't take into account the unlque character of Lake Erie
boating as was discussed earlier. The average travel time for Zone 1 1s taken
as 40 mimites which results in a 70% participation rate from the curve. 90%
will be used here. The average travel time for Zone 2 is about 1-1/2 hours,
glving a 23% participation rate. The factor used is modified to 28%.

The second criteria té te considered 1s dock availability. The existing
facilities and their capacities have been listed in Table A-6.  The total
number of existing slips in Ashtabula County is 770. If this project with its
provosed 400 slips and the Geneva-on-the-Lake Small Boat Harbor with 360 slips
are built, the total number of slips available would be 1,530. The total listed
for Lake County is 1,850 with two yacht clubs not providing information. For
this reason, an estimated total of 1,920 spaces is used for Lake County.

Total availatle slips in Zone 1
1,530 + 1,920 = 3,450
For Zone 2 the figures are: 1,630 slips in the eastern half of Cuyahosga County

and 1,540 slips in Erie County, Pernsylvania. The total for Zone 2 is 3,170 spaces.
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Total slips available in the total market area
3,450 + 3,170 = 6,620 slips
The portion of the spaces in Zone 1 as compared to the total market area is 52%.

3,450 in Zone 1 x 100 = 52%
6,620 iIn total market

The demand being calculated is for Zone 1 so the availability factor is 1.00.
The .52 factor calculated is used for Zone 2.

Demand for slips in Zone 1

fram Zone 1 3,050(1.00)(-90) = 23750
from Zone 2 3,540(.52)(.28) = 520
3,270

This demand for the primary market area must be proportioned to the two
counties involved, Ashtabula and Lake Counties. Again availability is used
as the criteria.

1,530 in Ashtabula County = .44
3,050 in Primary Market

Demand for slips in Ashtabula County
44 x 3,270 = 1,440 slips

With 770 existing docks in 1979, an additional 670 are needed. This is less
than the combined capacity of the two proposed marinas. In general, it can
be expected that the number of boats will grow in the future. The law of
supply and demand plays a role also. A major concern of a buver of a large
boat 1s having a place to dock it. If he hears that there are two-year waiting
1lists at all the marinas, he is much less likely to make a purchase than 1f
he knew he could get a dock space in a marina. In this sense, a slight over-
supply of spaces would be exhausted in a few years.

The 400 spaces in Lake Shore Park Marina make up 52% of the new snaces

to be provided. Correspondingly orovortioning demand, 348 slips will be filled.
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If demand grew at 2% amually for 3 years, the total additional spaces needed
would be about 760 or the capacity of the two proposed marinas. Thus, both
could be expected to reach capacity in a minimal amount of time.

A couple of factors that could influence boat owners in Ashtabula should
be mentioned. The LEMTA report states that 44% of the marinas in Ashtabula
County are orivate clubs. One must be Interested in being a member of the
club rather than simply renting a dock space. Lake Shore Park Marina will be
a munieipal marina run by the Township Park Commission.

"he other factor to be mentioned is the location of the existing marinas
in the city of Ashtabula. The situation with the 1ift bridges has been des-
cribed in the discussion of water access. ‘These marinas represent fifty-one
percent of the exlisting dock svaces in Ashtabula County. ‘ccording to the
LEMTA report,. forty—two percent of the dock spaces in Ashtabula County are
for boats larger than 30'. The proposed marina would be very attractive to
these owners and a considerable number of transfers from the exlsting marinas
could be expected. The following calculation is done to get an idea of the
number of possible transfers.

There are 395 boats docked on the Ashtabula River, assuming 100% occu-
pancy. |

42% of the boats are larger than 30'
42 x 395 = 166 boats
If as few as one-third of these large craft would transfer, this would be 55
boats, a sisnificant mmber. Other Ashtabula residents may berth their boats
at other marinas in order to avoid the problem with the bridges and would be
interested in transferring back to a marina closer to home.
The result of this analysis is that presently, there is demand for 670

additional slips in Ashtabula County. These results are slightly larger than
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those of the Geneva report which forecast 490 additional spaces needed in 1990.

One of the main reasons for this is our selection of a larger primary market

area. Other points of difference have been noted in the development of the

demand calculations. With as little as 3% growthin boating, it should be possible
for both Lake Shore Park Marina and Geneva-on-the-Lake Small Boat Harbor to

reach capacity within less than 3 years.



FINANCTAL FEASIBILITY

Cnee the demand for a marina has been demonstrated, it 1s necessary to
determine whether it is possible for the marina to pay for itself. In this
case, 1t must be determined if the project can repay the loan obtalned to
build it and under what terms this can be done. The repayment ability i1s
determined by exa}nining: the total costs and the revenues.

The costs are composed of the following: the project construction
cost, architectural and englneering fees, contingencies, interest on the
loan and annual operating exvenses. The construction costs and architectural
fees have been developed elsewhere in this report. Total vroject costs, that
is, architectural fees, administrative cost, construction cost and contingen-
cles, are shown in Table A-9 Dbased upon the recommended alternate, Alter-
nate 3.

Fevenues come from the various services of the marina. These are: the
rental of the slips, leasing the space for a marine store and a restaurant
iIn the main marina building, also leasing the boat repalr and service bulld-
ine, fees for parking and fuel sales. Following 1s a discussion of the
sources of income.

The primary source of income is the seasonal rental of the slips. In
the final desien, there will be a variety of pier lengths in order to accommo-
date the various size boats. The usual method of computing rental fees is
based on "X" dollars per foot of boat length. In this report, a 25 foot boat
has been used as the standard unit. The rental fee used is $625 ver slip or
$25 per foot. The going rate at the vresent time for a marina with similar
modern conveniences is presently $20 per foot in Ashtabula. The 325 per foot‘

is estimated to be the rate in approximately two years from now sco that our
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TABLE A~Q

PROJECT COST FOR ALTERNATE 3

Administrative Cost

CEIP (d)(1) loan and guarantee

Architectural fees

Estimate from 6/80
+1 year delay @& 10%

-308 (e)(1) egrant

Construction cost |
Estimate from 6/80
+15% for 1.5 year delay
Required Contingeney factor (10%)
Total Project Cost

Anmual Payment for 5% Interest &
30 year term

:383,000
38,900
$427,900
$-16,000

3817,900

$6,233,000
$ 935,000
§7,168,000
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$32,700

$411,900

$7,168,000
¥7,512,600
$ 761,300
$8,373,900

$ 544,700



proposed rate beccames competitive. It must be kept in mind that all the
modern conveniences are orovided at Lake Shore Park Marina. In addition,
this fee includes winter storage at the marina and launching and haul-out
plus one mid-season haul-out if needed. From the demand analysis, 348 berths
will be occupied during the first year of operation. Full capacity is 403
permanent (seascnal) slips with 5 berths set aside as transient docks. The
charge for a transient dock space is $12 per day. Providing day doc’k spaces
could prove to be a valuable asset since there are few such berths available
in Ashtabula and lake Counties at present.

Two types of parking fees are charged for marina parking. The first
tyve is a yearly permit intended for slip owners as preferred customers which
costs $25 per year. 376 parking spaces can be used in this marmer. The
twenty remaining spaces are reserved for daily custamers at a charge of $1 per
entry. On other than peak days, more than 20 day customers can be admitted
since the parking lot won't be full. The main drawing point for day customers
1s expected to be f;he marina restaurant.

Another source of revenue is the leasing of the space in the bullding
included in the project. A marine store and a restaurant are plarmed for the
main marina building. This is a orime location for both of these businesses.
Restaurants with a view of Lake Erle are very pooular in Northeast Chio. For
a boat store there are over 400 potential custamers within walking distance
of the store. Why should they go elsewhere if they discover they need same-
thing for the boat? The expected income from the rental of the space for these
two businesses is $4,000 per month. It is possible that other types of rental
space would be provided with the other alternates, resulting in additional reve-

nues.



The final source of income is the lease with an oil company to orovide
fuel in the marina. The expected income from gas sales is set at 12¢ ver
gallon. This includes profit on the gas sales and the rental fee and is
comensurate with current rates.

Anmnual operating costs must also be examined. Included among these
are payroll, administrative and general costs, energy costs, and revairs and
maintenance. Provision must also be made for insurance costs and some type
of‘ reserve fund should be set aside in case of unforseen expenses. The lar-
gest of these costs 1s the payroll which 1s calculated on the basis of six
year-round employees. The actual work force would vary depending on the time
of year and would be mﬁde up of some park persormel who would help out in the
marina when it became necessary. The other costs are taken as percentages
of the rental incdne since much of the need for these expenditures ardises from
the level of use.

Table A-10 shows revenues and operating costs for the first, fourth and
fifteenth yesrs of operation. By the fourth year full occupancy should be
achlieved as was mentioned in the demand study. The fifteenth yvear is the
median year for a thirty-year loan so it represents the average anmuzal in-
came avallable over the term of the loan. ZAnmual operating expenses are
deducted fram the annual incame to obtain the amount avallable to repay the
loan. A seven percent armual rise in the rental fees and employee payroll is
used in oprojecting future revenues and costs. This 1s considerably below the
inflation rate of recent years and represents at least a break-even situation
for buying power rather than a loss for the consumer. In the fifteenth year
the amount available to pay the loan, $546,000 meets the annual payment of
$545,000 for a 5%, 30-year loan of $8.4 million. Some type of arrangement
would have to be made to allow the Park Commission to repay the loan in



ANNUAL REVENUES AND COSTS

TABLE A-10

1982, 1986, 1997

1982 1986 1997
Occupancy 86% 100% 100%
Revenue
1) Slip rental
Season 217,500 330,500 695,000
Transient 2,200 2,900 6,400
2) Building leases
Boat store & restaurant 48,000 48,000 120,000
3) Parking Fees
Season permit 8,700 11,300 26,300
General-day 3 I600 5,400 10,800
$280,000 $398,100 $858,500
4) Fuel sales 8,400 9,700 15,000
$288 ,7100 $h07,500 $873 ,500
OPERATING EXPENSES
1) Payroll & related expenses $62,1400 $81,100 $171,600
2) Administrative & peneral 8,400 11,900 25,800
3) Energy costs 14,000 19,900 42,900
k) Repairs & maintenance 5,600 8,000 17,200
5) Property insurance 30,000 35,000 60,000
6) Reserve for replacement 5,000 5,000 10,000
125,500 ;000 §327,500
fmount available for loan payment $163,000 $246,300 $546,000
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graduated payments as the marina incame grows.

Additional econamic benefits will accrue due to the construction of the
marina. In this financial analysis it was mentioned that the payroll costs
were calculated on the basis of six year-round jobs. In addition to these
Jobs, more jobs will be created for the repair operation, marine store and
restaurant. It is anticipated that people will be attracted to speqd one or
several days at the marina on weekends and for vacations. This infiux of
people will increase business for retail establisiments in Ashtabula. These

additional economic benefits camnot be pinpointed but definitely will occur.
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TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
34025 CHARDON ROAD
WILLOUGHBY HILLS, OHIC 44094

ZONSULTING ENGINEERS September 15, 1980 TEL L2161 5851320

Woodruff, Inc.
23875 Commerce Park Road
Beachwood, Ohio 44122

Attention: Albert Malinak

Ashtabula Marina
Lakeshore Park
Ashtabula, Ohio
Triggs #08143

Gentlemen

We have completed our subsurface investigation and
laboratory testing of soils, lake sediments, and rock
at the proposed marina site. The results from the
field investigation and laboratory tests are presented
in this report.

Three soil test borings, B-1l, B-2, and B-3 were made 10 ft.
into rock at the locations shown on the attached Boring and
Testing Location Plan. Split-spoon samples (SS), were
obtained from the soils above rock following ASTM specifi-
cations D-1586 at the intervals shown on the attached lab-
oratory boring logs. Ten feet of NX size shale cores were
obtained at each boring location.

Fifteen testing locations on Lake Erie, S-1 through S-15,
are shown on the Boring and Testing Location Plan. Testing
at these locations was done from a small boat. Specific
field tests at each location are indicated on the location
plan. Split-spoon samples (SS), were obtained by hand push-
ing the SS sampler through sediment until refusal on shale
occured. The S8 sampler is capable of retaining samples

24 inches long. Eckman Dredge samples of lake bottom
surface sediments were taken at locations marked with an
(E), which includes all test locations having sediments and
several locations where sediment does not cover the shale.

A piece of flat shale was recovered by Eckman Dredge at S-10.
At locations where the split-spoon sampler was not used to
sound for the shale surface, a steel pipe probe, (P), was
used. The probe was hammered with a sledge to assure that

I FIELD AND SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATION
1
L



Woodruff, Inc.
Page 2
September 15, 1980

contact with the shale had been made.

The surface elevations at each boring location were
measured using differential leveling techniques. The
elevation assigned to the Bench Mark, (BM. elev. 583.0),

the southwest corner on the concrete floor slab of the
pavilion, was back calculated from the Lake Erie surface
elevation for August 22 and 23, 1980. All other elevations
were then referenced to the Bench Mark. The location of the
Bench Mark is shown on the Boring and Testing Location Plan.
The lake surface elevation used was obtained from the Army
Corps of Engineers (Buffalo District). The closest Lake
Erie surface gauge reading that the Corps had at the time
of this report was for Cleveland.

The ground and sediment surface elevations along with the
top of shale elevations at each boring and testing location
are tabulated in Table 1. At sample locations S-7, S-3,
$-10, s-11, s-12, S-13, S-14, and S-15, the ground surface
and top of shale elevations are the same.

LABORATORY TEST RESULTS

All soil, lake sediment, and shale samples were visually
classified in the laboratory by a geotechnical engineer.
Samples were tested by the following schedule:

TEST SAMPLE LOCATION SAMPLE TYPE

Water Content B-1, B-2, B=-3 All split-spoon
samples, 7 total

Uniaxial Compression of

Shale Cores B-1, B-2, B-3 NX Cores, 5 total
Grain Size Distribution

Mechanical & Hydrometer s$-1, S-5, sS-8 Eckman Dredge, 3
Organic Content s-2, S-5, s-8 Eckman Dredge, 3
5 Heavy Metals s-1, s-5, s-38 Eckman Dredge, 3
0il & Grease s-1, S-5, s-8 Eckman Dredge, 3
Shear Strength S-8 Eckman Dredce, 1
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Page 3
September 15, 1980

Split—spoon samples were visually classified to be the
same as their corresponding Eckman Dredge samples.

The laboratory test results are shown on the following
logs and tables.

-

TEST RESULTS LOCATION

Water Contents Laboratory Boring Logs B-1, B-2, B-3
Grain Size Distributions Table 2
Organic Contents Table 3
Heavy Metals Table 4
0il & Grease Table 5

Uniaxial Compressive Strength Table 6 and Laboratory Boring
NX shale cores Logs B-1l, B-2 and B-3

The laboratory tests for heavy metals and ¢il & grease were
performed by Environmental Resource Associates, Inc. Their
cover letter is included before Tables 4 and 5.

Please contact us with any questions you may have on this
investigation.

Very truly yours
TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

— 7
/) BN

Triggs, Jr., P.E.
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TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES,
Geotechnical Engineers
“Willoughby Hills, Ohio

INC. AUGUST 22,

AUGUST 23,
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SO/L AND BEDROCK CLASS/IFICATION CHART

SO/L BEDROCK
SYMEOL CLASS/FICAT/ION SYMEBOL CLASS/IFICAT/ON
<5y TOPSOIL —
(% ORGANIC SOIL = SHALE
535 OR GANIC CONTAMINATION =]
SAND, sondy SANDSTONE
00. T .
ol GRAVEL o CONGLOMERATE
07,
SiLT -
- LIMESTONE
silty —
v DOLOMITE
cLAyY
coAL
clayey
BORING LOG TERMINOLOGY
SS 2"0.0. SPLIT-SPOON SAMPLE.
ST 3"0.0. THIN-WALL SHELBY TUBE SAMPLE.
NX 2.125"DIA. CORE SAMPLE FROM OOUBLE

SPLIT-SFPOON
PENETRAT/ION

TUBE CORE BARREL.

THE NUMBER OF BLOWS OF A /40 /b. HAMMER
FALLING 30in. REQUI/IRED TO ORIVE 4 SPLI/T-

SPOON SAMPLER THROUGH EACH OF THREE
SIX INCH INCREMENTS OF PENETRAT/ION
THROUGH SOIL OR ROCK.

TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES, /NC.
GEQTECHNICAL ENGINEERS
WILLOUGHEY HILLS, OMIO




LABORATORY LOG OF BORING MO

B-1

| s

~ OWNER Woodruff, Inc. PROJELT Ashtabula Marina
LOCATION Ashtabula, Ohio 2 .
vt - b 3
ORILLING METHOD 5So0lid Auger/NX Core § 2 RIES 3. | S
SURFACE ELEV. 574.5' S N |25 > (322232
QA < O §°5t > - WlgWw| S w
@ g © Q‘hk RS g Q| g
Y
x '; 3 g0/t NS §¥g°u R & ﬁagh
T |3 9 3 OESCRIPTION S 33 Qggs:\_ SRR
» X
§ |3 215 a ¢35 |385/38|d2|S%[J2
- ..s | GRAVEL, SAND, and CLAY
- S\\g Possible Fill
- o '
., 0
- T
4 1 |ss il 3- 4~ 5 17.4
- 7 "|l| Loose gray clayey SILT
- o4 with little sand and
- .,A‘ traces of shale frag-
5 ‘11 ments
- |
t - 1- .7
2 |ss AL 1- 1- 2 22
- el
- ==={ Medium to sound, dark
= 3 |nx |TZ=| gray SHALE with thin Cored 5.0
- =—=] mud seams at 8.0' and |[gpc.= 943
10 ==} 11.6"
- = 150
_— 4 |NX :-:-".' Cored 5.0'
o — —_— REC.= 96%
o) [Eep—
- P
1 = 200
—_ ——
- L_J
ﬁ
20 TT Boring stopped 8 17.5°
_ No water encountered
_ in soil above rock. I

8ORING DATE

August 22, 1880

TRIGGS # ASSOCIATES, /Nl,



LABORATORY

LOG OF BORING NO. B-2

OWNER Woodruff, Inc. PROJECT Ashtabula Marina
LOCAT/ON Ashtabula, Ohio S .
DRILLING METHOD Solid Auger/NX Core o |®
: 2 IR sk Py N
SURFACE ELEV. 574.6' g 3 . QI l| ® 13 % ;; 3z
Q < ~ §q§ - y 8 Wl W
@ 0 1S90 & S0 Q¥ Q
u 3 20/L AN EEHEAR IS
x| @ N g s |52 Wi gWw|Q W
Wy PN Q 2 5 N
§ 13 2|3 a 83 |S85]38|22/33(3%
- M GRAVEL & CLAY with
- some silt and organic
- material. Possible Fil]
|1 |ss 2~ 3= 3 18.7
_ Medium to soft, brown
and gray silty CLAY
_ with little sand and
5 trace gravel
-1 2 |ss 2- 1- 1 18.9
- ==33] Soft to intermediate,
ﬁ ==z=:] dark gray SHALE
Tl 3 [NX :::“ Cored 5.0'
1044 — REC.= 94% | .,
- S—| sound, dark gray SHALE
15— 4 |NX == Cored 5.0
— REC.= 96%

20

Illllllllllll]lllll

Boring stopped at 17.5
No water encountered
in soil above rock.

BORING DATE

August 22, 1980

T -

TRIGGS & ASSOC/ATES,/NC



LABORATORY LOG OF BORING NO. B3
. OWNER Woodruff, Inc, PROJECTY Ashtabula Marine
LOCAT/ION Ashtabula, Ohio 's .
4 ~ 2
ORILLING METHOD Sclid Auger/NX Core * 2 ‘«g N 5 . & -
SURFACE ELEYV. 578.6' S Q¢ [93%* |3IEl35|35%
§3e (E8arS| (085
> |3 3 S0/L A I '§¥§°8:E €& |a
N E R 3 OESCRIPTION S $3 "%Et\ LN I 3¢
Q » <
§ |3 |5 a 3 |385|38{dz(S2({J2
— 1..'I] Loose brown and gray ‘
- «./] silty fine SAND B
*".|1 Possible Fill
1 ofss [} 4] 4= 4- 3 18.5
<y ... i
5 L\°. Brown SAND, SILT, and
- N CLAY with rock frag- i
- 2 |SS |{° *|| ments 5-17-37 18.2
- Sl
I DY
——y ‘°.
- . 4 Stiff gray silty CLAY
- “|] with traces to little
13 tssth sand and trace gravel | 4- 5- 8 16.9
10 7. |
- o U]
; =>z| Intermediate to sound,
- —-| dark gray SHALE 160
; 4 |nx |22 Cored 5.0'
i = REC.= 90%
154 ==
- ——
- EEEE Sound dark gray SHALE
? 5 |NX |==—] Cored 5.0
— | REC.= 98%
- - 210
20 = |
- = l
- (— Boring stopped at 21.5°
- No water encountered l
- in soil above rock :

8BORING DATE

August 22, 1980

TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES,/ Nl,
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TABLE l:

Location

BM

B-1

B-2

TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
34025 CHARDON ROAD
WILLOUGHBY HILLS, OHIC, 24094

August 22 & 23,

1980

GROUND SURFACE & TOP OF SHALE ELEVATIONS

Top of Ground

583.

574

574.
578.
565.
564.
564.
563.
562.
565.
563.
562.
562.
56l.
563.
562.
562.
562.

560.

0

.5

6
6
6
9
3
5
7
4
2
6
9
1
8
1
1
4

S

Top of Shale

567.5

567.6

567.6

564.4

- 562.6

563.4
562.3
560.6
565.2
563.2
562.2
562.9
Sel.l
563.8
562.1
562.1
562.4

560.9

Lake Erie water surface elevation August 22 & 23, 1580

Ashtabula Marina

Lakeshocre Park
Ashtabula, Ohio

TEL +21m) Zny 320
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TRIGGS & ASSOCIATES, INC.
34025 CHARDON RQAD
WILLOUGHBY HILLS, OHIC 44094

CONSULTING ENGINEERS September 10, 1980 TEL 12151 saS 32U

TABLE 2: GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

Sample Percent Finer Than
2.0mm (#10) .425mm_(#40) .075mm (#200)  .005mm (Hydrom
S-1, E 100.0 99.9 44.9 2.0
sS-3, E 100.0 100.0 85.3 5.0
$-8, E 100.0 99.6 40.5 7.0

August 29, 1980

TABLE 3: ORGANIC CONTENT

Sample Percent Organic
S=2, E 1.1
s-5, E 1.3
S-6, E 1.0

Sample Location
Eckman Dredge

n
1

.
nou

Ashtabula Marina
Lakeshore Park
Ashtabula, Ohio

i-i-ii-“-i-i-i-i-i--i—"#——-



ENVIRONMENTAL RESQURCE ASSOCIATES, INC.
Bohannon Science Center « 20700 North Park Blvd. * University Heights, Ohio 44118 « [216) 321-0933

.8 September 1980

Ms. Louise Shook
Triggs and Assoc.
34025 Chardon Rd.
Willoughby Hills, Ohio 44094

Ms. Shook,

Attached are the results of our analysis of the three
sediment samples from Ashtabula, Ohio. Heavy metals were
extracted in acceordance with US Army Corps of Engineers
methods (Buffalo District). 0Oil and Grease analyses were
done according to USEPA methods.

We have enjoyed working with you on this project and
hope to be of further service in the future.

Dr. Andrgw White

President
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CCONSULTING ENGINEEARS

34025 CHARDON ROAD

August 25, 1980

TRIGGS & ASSQOCIATES, INC.

WILLOUGHBY HILLS, OHIC 44094

TEL Moy nynetoalu

TABLE 6: UNIAXIAL COMPRESSION TEST RESULT FOR SHALE CORES, NX

Boring

Location

B-1

Depth,
feet

10.8
le.5
10.6
12.6
19.5

Diameter,
inches

2.048
2.050
2.050

2.050

2.051

Length,
inches

Ashtabula Marina

Lakeshore Park

Ashtabula,

Ohio

Compressive

Strength,

KSF

300
400
300
320
420
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APPENRIX D
PRELIMINARY SECTION 404 (B) EVALUATION
BEACH EROSION AND
SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECT
LAKESHORE PARK
ASHTABULA, OHIO



DEPARTMENT QF THE ARMY

BUFFALD DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1776 NIAGARA STREET

BUFFALO, NEW YORK 14207
AUG ¢ 6 1950

PUBLIC NOTICE

BEACH EROSION AND SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECT

LAKESHORE PARK, ASHTABULA, OHIO

l. This Public Notice has been prepared and distributed to identify what
dredged or fill materials will be discharged into waters of the United States
by implementation of the proposed project, and to provide an opportunity for

any person affected by such discharge of materials, to request a publie
hearing.

2. Authorization - Section 103(a) of the 1962 River and Harbor Act, as
amended, authorized the Corps of Engineers to assist in the construction of
works for the restoration and protection against erosion by waves and
currents of the shores of the Great Lakes.

3. Reports and Recommendations ~ The Buffalo District will release a Draft
Stage 1II Detailed Project Report and Draft Environmental Impact Statement
in November 1980, describing two preferred plans for Lakeshore Park. These
are Alternative 1 (No Federal Action); and, Alternative 2 (Modified)
{consisting of a three—offshore breakwater system protecting an 800-foot
reach of backfill). A public meeting concerning the information supplied in
the draft reports is tentatively scheduled for December 1980 at the Kent
Stace University suditorium in Ashtabula, OH (precise informatcion will bde
released prior to the meeting taking place).

4. Based upon technical, environmental, and economic criteria, as well as
significant public input, I have concluded that it is in the best public

interest to recommend Alternative 2 (Modified) as the tentatively selected
plan.

5. Alternative 2 (Modified) - The proposed project would provide protectionm
to the shoreline from further erosion and provide increased swimming
opportunities at the park. Three breakwaters would be constructed at the
5-foot+ contour or at lake bottom elevation 561.6 (IGLD) which 1s
approximately S00 feet offshore of the restored beach. Each breakwater

would be 150 feet long with 250-foot gaps between them (Plate 1). The
central breakwater would be approximately parallel to the shoreline while the
eastern and western breakwaters would be at a slight angle to the shore to
provide further protection for the beach during episodes of north-
northwesterly or north-northeasterly wave attack. They would be of




rubblemound construction and consist of one layer of stone randomly placed,
with an average porosity of 37 percent. A constant crest elevation of

+4,5 (LWD) would be used for all the breakwaters along with a crest width of
13.0 feet.

6. The breakwaters would protect an 800-foot long reach of beachfill,
located at the foot of existing clay bluffs at the eastern end of the park.
The beachfill would rise to elevation 578.6. The berm would be 100 feet
wide, fronted by a | on 12 foreshore slope as shown in profile A=A on

Plate 2. A tpotal of 52,000 cubhic yards of clean sand fill would be placed
along the entire reach. The loss rate offshore is estimated to be

5,200 cubic yards requiring replenishment on a yearly basis. A permanent
access road to the beach from the top of the existing bluff would be built to

facilitate the initial placement of the beachfill and subsequent periods of
annual nourishment.

7. Praliminary evaluation (as discussed in the Section 404 Evaluation
Report) concludes that the proposed construction of breakwaters and placement
of beachfill would not cause unacceptable disruption to the beneficial water
quality uses of the affected aquatic ecosystem.

8. This proposed project involves the discharge of fill material into waters
of the United States. Therefore, the evaluation of the impact of the
activity on the public interest includes application of the guidelines
promulgated by the Administrator of the U. S. Environmental Protection

Agency (40 CFR, part 230), under the authority of Section 404(b) of the Clean
Water Act. Any person who has an interest which might be affected by the
propogsed discharge may request a public hearing. The request must be
submitted, in writing, to the District Engineer within 30 days of the date of
this notice and must clearly set forth the interest which may be affected

and the manneg in which the interest may be affected by this activity.

2 Incl GEQ, . JOENSON

as stated Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

NOTICE TO POSTMASTER: It 1is requested that the above notice be comspicucusly
displayed for 30 days from the date of issuance.
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. PRELIMINARY
SECTION 404(b) EVALUATION
BEACH EROSION AND SHORELINE PROTECTION PROJECT
LAKESHORE PARK
ASHTABULA, OHIO

Introduction - Section 404(b)(1l) of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344) states
that each disposal site for dredged or fill material to be discharged into the
navigable waters of the United States shall be specified through the applica=-
tion of guidelines developed by the Administrator of the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Secretary of the Army. The present

Section 404(b) (1) evaluation addresses the construction of offshore break-
wvaters and the placement of sand beachfill at Lakeshore Park, Ashtabula, OH.
The purpose of the project is to eliminate shoreline erocaion along 800 feet

of clay bluffs and to restore a recreational beach.

1. Project Description. Section 103(a) of the 1962 River and Harbor Act
authorized the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers to assist in the construction of
works for the restoration and protection against erosion by waves and
currenta of the shores of the Great Lakes. The proposed plan involves the
construction of three offshore, rubblemound -breaskwaters, esach 150 feet long
with 250-foot gaps. They would be constructed approximately 500 feet

of fshore and would protect an 800-foot long reach of beachfill (52,000 cubie
yards) placed at the foot of an existing clay bluff. Approximately 10 per—
cent of the beachfill would require renourishment on a yesrly basis.

a. Description of the Proposed Discharge of Fill Materials.

(1) Source, Characteristics, and Quantity of Material - Under the
selected plan, breakwaters would be constructed with approximately 9,200 tons
of angular quarry stone obtained from a nearby commercial source. They would
consist of one layer of stone randomly placed, with an average porosity of
37 percent. Each armor unit would weigh approximately 3.5-7.5 toms.
Approximately 52,000 cubic yards of sand fill would be placed along an
800-foot reach of shoreline, and would consist of medium—grained, reasonably
well-graded, sound, hard, durable, natural sand particles or crushed conglom—
erate. It would be clean and free of organics, clay, deleterious, or other
foreign or objectionable material. The sand would contain no more than
20 percent flat or elongated particles. The loas rate offshore is estimated
to be approximately 5,200 cubic yards per year, requiring replenishment on a
yearly basig. Sand would be obtained from a nearby commercial source. '

b. Description of the Proposed Discharge Site.

(1) Location and Type of Disposal Site - Lakeshore Park occupies
approximately 2,500 feet of Lake Erie frontage in the township of Ashtabula,
OH (Plate 1). From the east park boundary, low clay bluffs fronted by a
narrow gravel beach, extend approximately 800 feet along the ghore.
Ashtabula Harbor structures to the west and the Cleveland Electric

Illuminating Company's intake structure to the east give the offshore area a.
confined nature.



(2) Methods and Timing of Discharge - Construction of the segmented
breakwaters would be accomplished with a marine plant consisting of cranes on
barges, scowd, and tug boats, whereas, placement of sand fill would require
a land plant consisting of dump trucks, front-end loaders, and bulldozers.
Construction of this plan would most likely take about 5 months to complete
and extend through one construction season. The construction procedurs that
would probably be followed. 18 to use derrickboats to place the quarry stone
which would be transported to the site on scows towed by tug boats.

Placement of the stone would be accomplished, utilizing a crane equipped with
rock grapples. As the breakwater segments are completed, sand that {s truck-
hauled to the site can be spread in the lee of the structures to provide the

design beach dimensions. Aa stated earlier, annual beach nourighment would
be carried out for the life of the project. ‘

(3) Projected Life of Discharge Sites - The construction of the offshore
breakwaters and restoration of a recreational beach would be one time
occurrences. However, the annual replenishment of 5,200 cubic yards of
beachf1ll would be continued for the 50-year life of the project.

(4) Bathymetry of Discharge Sites - The breakwaters would be built on a
bedrock foundation at a depth of about 5.5+ feet below Low Water Datum (LWD)*
or approximately 500 feet from shore. Beachfill would be placed from the
clay bluffs to a point 50 feet lakeward of the mean lake level waterline

(+2.2 LWD). Existing substrates in both these areas are composed primarily
of sand.

2. Physical Effects (40 CFR.230.4-1(a)).

a. Effects on Wetlands (40 CFR 230.4-1(a)(l)). The proposed discharges
would have no effect on any wetlands.

b. Impact on the Water Column (40 CFR 230.4-1(a)(2)).

(1) Light Transmiasion - Consatruction of offshore breakwaters and place-
ment of beachfill could create short—term increases in turbidity resulting in
a temporary reduction in light transmission. This effect would probably be
negligible as the littoral zone is normally a fairly turbulent area.

(2) Aesthetic Values -~ Construction of offshore breakwaters, rising
approximately 4.5 feet above LWD, may obstruct further on already confined
view of the lake. Beach nourishment would be a departure from the existing
shoreline conditions, however, erosion scars along the clay bluffs would be
eliminated and the beach would be more aesthetically pleasing.

(3) Direct Effects on Nekton and Plankton - Implementation of either

plan component would not produce any destructive effects on nekton or
plankton.

*LWD for Lake Zrie is 568.6 feet above mean sea level at Pather Point,
Quebec.



¢. Covering of Benthie Communities (40 CFR 230.4-1(a)(3)).

(1) Actual Covering of Benthic Communities - Covering of benthos will
occur with both plan components. Breakwaters would cover approximately
0.55 acre along a total length of 450 feet. Beachfill material would bde
placed both above and below the water level along 800 feet of shoreline.
Quantities cannot be accurately specified for any placements other than the
initisl placement, which would be 52,000 cubic yards of material expected to
cover an estimated 0.43 acre of subaqueous surface. Any offshore transport
and subsequent deposition of this material can be expected to be no greater
than existing rates.

(2) Changes in Community Structure or Punction - The underwater surfaces
of the breakwaters would provide significant new habitat for a different
assemblage of benthos species. The total area of breakwaters available for
colonization 1is about 0.31 acre, although considerably more habitat would be
available in the interstices of rubblemound structures. Active erosion areas
such as Lakeshore Park generaily have very sparse populations of benthie
fauna. The habitat provided on the breakwaters should actually increase the
diversity and population size of macrobenthos compared to what is lost by
covering the sandy substrate.

d. Other Effects (40 CFR 230.4-1(a)).

(1) Changes in Bottom Geometry and Substrate Composition - Changes would
occur, as intended, with the restoration of a recreational beach. Substrate
composition will be basically unaltered, except the replenishment material
may differ slightly from the native beach sand.

(2) Water Circulation - The construction of three offshore breakwaters
may disrupt natural circulation patternms of the nearshore area.

(3) Exchange of Constituents Between Sediments and Water - Because the
deposition is inert, no change in blological communities due to exchange of
constituents between sediments and overlying water is expected to occur.

3. Chemical-Biological Interactive Effects (40 CFR 230.4-1(1)).

a. Execlugion Criteria. Breakwater construction material i{s chemically
inert and physically immobile under the conditions existing at the lakeshore.
These characteristics clearly eliminate the possibility of occurrence of
chemical-biological interaction, and any testing specified under
40 CFR 230.4-1(b)(2) and (3) - elutriate testing and biocassay testing,
respectively ~ 18 not applicable in this inastance. Fill material for beach
nourishment which 18 composed predominantly of sand, gravel, or shell having
particle sizes compatible with material on receiving shores {s excluded from
testing under 40 CFR 230.4-1(b)(2) and (3); this category embraces the beach
nourishment component of the Lakeshore Park beach erosion control project.




4. Description of Site Comparison (40° CFR 230.4-1(b)).

a. Exclusion Criteria. The breakwater component of the plan includes
only a disposal site (no dredging site, since the material is obtained from
upland sources), therefore, a comparison of sites is not applicable here.
This is also the case for beach nourishment i{f the material is obtained from
upland sources. It {3 herein decided that beach nourishment material
obtained from offshore sources would not be the subiect of an inventory of
total concentration of critical chemical constituents. Because sand is

generally chemically inert, such an inventory would not be of value in a site
comparison. : i

b. Similarly, no site comparison is applicable for a biological com~
munity analysis.

5. Applicable Water Quality Standards (40 CFR 230.4-2).

a. Because the fill material is inert, no direct effects upon water
quality are anticipated.

b. The nearshore watargs of Lakeshore Park are utilized for recreational
bathing. The State of Ohio specifies a maximum safe level of fecal coliform
organism density, above which use of a bathing beach 1s not permitted. The
water quality at the park is monitored regularly throughout the bathing
season; the Ohio Department of Health, in a letter dated 4 June 1980,
reported that Lakeshore Park does not show any great pollution hazard,

although there are occasional high counts of bacteria normally due to
rainfall.

¢. Breskwater construction lmplemented to control shoreline erosion may
cause a degradation in water quality by lessening circulation along the
shore, resulting in a tendency towards stagnation, with a concomitant
increase in the concentration of coliform bacteria originating either from
the bathers or from outside sources.. As an item of local cooperation, the
Ashtabula Township Park Commission has agreed to assure that water pollution
that would affect the health of bathers will not be permitted.

6. Selection of Disposal Site for Fill Material (40 CFR 230.3).

a. Need for the Proposed Activity. The proposed activity is intended to
eliminate shoreline erosion along 800 feet of erodible bluffs and restore a
recreational beach at Lakeshore Park.

b. Alternate Sites Considered. Breakwaters and beach replenishment
material are planned to be placed at locations which are considered to be the
best sites to satisfy the need for beach erosion control.

c. Objectives in Discharge Determination.  Objectives determined in
discharge determination (40 CFR 230.5(a)) including the following impacts on




chemical, physical, and biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems evaluated
in terms of their impact upon water uses at the discharge site

(40 CFS 230.5(b)(1-10)), and incorporating considerations to minimize harmful
effects (40 CFR 230.5(e)(1~7)):

(1) Impact on Food Chain - Coanstruction of breakwaters and placement of
beachfill would have an insignificant impact upon the food chain. After
construction, the breakwaters would provide a more diverse habitat, thereby
{ncreasing the variability of the local aquatic food chain.

(2) Impact on Diversity of Plant and Animal Species - The breakwaters
should act as artificial reefs, providing substrate for attachment of algae
and invertebrate animal communities, and protective cover for fish. This
should result in an increase in diversity of plant and animal species.

(3) Impact on Movement into and out of Feeding, Spawning, Breeding, and
Nursery Areas - Breakwaters would cover approximately 0.55 acre of possible
yellow perch spawning areas. Approximately 0.31 acre of new, more diverse
habitat would'be added on the submerged surfaces of the structureas. -

(4) Impact on Wetland Areas Having Significaat Punctions of Water
Quality HMaintenance - There would be no impact on any wetlands.

(5) Impact on Water Retention Areas - There would be no impact on areas
which serve to retain natural high waters or flood waters.

(6) Methods to Minimize Turbidity - Turbidity increases during construc-
tion may occur which would be minimized, as necessary, by enviroanmental pro-
tection aspects of construction requirements.

(7) Methods to Minimize Degradation of Aesthetic, Recreational, and
Economic Values — Degradation of aesthetic values is minimized in the break-
vater plan component by limiting, to whatever extent possible, the height and
length of the breakwaters, and providing maximum poseible spacing of the
structures. The use of rubblemound breakwaters should provide a more natural
appearance than would other types, e.g., steel sheet pile. Within the beach
replenishment plan component, aesthetic value degradation would be minimized
by utilizing the most natural-appearing suitable beachfill which 1g available
and consistent with favorable plan economics. Minimization of degradation of
recreational values 18 a major planning objective of the beach erosion

control project. The protection of and subsequent recreational development
at Lakeshore Park should enhance local land values.

(8) Threatened and Endangered Species - There would be no impact on
threatened or endangered species.

d. Impact on Water Uses (40 CFR 230.5(b)(1-10)).

(1) Municipal Water Supply Intakes - No impacts on municipal water
supply inrakes would occur.

(2) Shellfish - No significant impact om shellfish would occur.



(3) Fisheries - Approximately 0.55 acre of poasible yellow perch
spawning area would be covered by breakwater construction.

(4) Wildlife - No significant impact on wildlife would occur.

(5) Recreation Activities - Existing recreation activities would be tem—
porarily disrupted during project construction and annual beach nourishment.
No significant, lomg-term increases in turbidity, nutrients, pathogenic
organisms, or oll and greases are expected to occur.

(6) Impact on Threatened and Endangered Species - The proposad E

discharges would have no effect om threatened or endangered species habitats
as defined in the Endangered Species Act.

(7) Impact on Benthic Life - Breakwater coastruction would cover
approximately 0.55 acre and placement of beachfill would cover 0.43 acre of
benthic habitat. The rubblemound breakwaters, however, would enhance the

existing benthic community by adding ‘at least 0.3l acre of new, more diverse
habitat.

(8) Impact on Wetlands - The proposed activity would have no effect om
wetlands.

(9) Impact on Submersed Vegetation - The proposed activity would have no
significant effect on submersed vegetation.

(10) Size of Disposal Site - The size of the breakwaters and the bdeach

are the minimum necessary to provide shoreline erosion protection and
recreational swimming opportunities.

(11) Coastal Zone Management ~ The proposed activity does not conflict
with the State of Ohio's proposed coastal zone management program.

e. Considerations to Minimize Harmful Bffects (40 CFk 230.5(¢)) .

(1) Water Quality Criteria - During construction, the Contractor would
' be required to minimize turbidity and accidental spills of fuels, oils,
greaseg, etc. Open flanks, voids in the stone, and gaps between the break-
waters should lessen impacts upon water circulation. After conatruction, the
Ohio Department of Health would continue to monitor water quality during the

bathing season to insure that water quality at the park does not present a
health hazard to the bathers.

{(2) Alrernatives to Open Water Disposal - Alternatives which do not pro-

vide a recreational beach (e.g., sheet pile wall, abandonment) have been eli-
minated for economic reasons.

(3) Physical Charscteristics of Alermative Disposal Sites - Not
Applicable.

(4) Ocean Dumping - Not Applicable.



(5) Covering Contaminated Material with Cleaner Material - Breakwater

armor units and beachfill would be inert and clean and would require no
covering.

(6) Minimize Effect of Runoff frum Confined Areas on the Aquaric
Environment - Not Applicable. '

(7) Coordination of Potential Monitoring Activities with EPA - Not
Applicable.

7. Statement as to Contamination of Fill Materials if from a Land Seurce
(40 CFR 230.5(d)). PFill material would be clean and inert (See
Section l.a.(l)).

8., Mixing Zone Determination. Since the fill material would be clean and
“inert, the determination of the mixing zone would not be applicable.

9. Conclusions and Determinations.

a. 1 have reviewed the documents pertinent to the construction of offshore

breakwaters and a recreational beach at Lakeshore Park, OH, and have concluded
that:

(1) An ecological evaluation has been performed following the evaluation
guidance contained in 40 CFR 230.4, in conjunction with the evaluation con-
siderations in 40 CFR 230.5 (40 CFR 230.3(d)).

(2) Appropriate measures have been identified and incorporated into the
proposed plan to minimize adverse effects on the aquatic environment ag a
result of the placement of fill materfal (40 CFR 230.3(d)(1)).

(3) Consideration has been given to the need for the proposed activity,
the availability of alternative sites and methods of discharge that are less
damaging to the enviromment, and such water quality standards as are
appropriate and applicable by law (40 CFR 230.5).

(4) No wetlands would be affected by construction of the project
(40 CFR 230.5(b)(8)).

10. Findings. I find that the discharge of 52,000 cubic yards of beachfill
material and subsequent annual nourishment, and the construction of three

offshore breakwaters at Lakeshore Park, OH, have been specified through appli-
cation of Section 404(b)(1l) of the Clean Water Act guidelines.

EO . JOHNS
Colonel, Corps of Engineers
District Engineer

Date j’/?l/&ﬂ
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